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JANUARY 22,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.,

Fray, January 22, 1909,

The House met at 12 o'clock m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev, Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

ORDER OF BUSINESS.

Mr. SULLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that bills on the Private Calendar—pension bills—in order to-
day, be in order to-morrow immediately after the reading of the
Journal; that is, that to-morrow be substituted for to-day for
that purpose.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Hampshire asks
unanimous consent that bills on the Private Calendar—pen-
sion bills—shall be in order to-morrow in lien of to-day. Is
there objection?

There was no objection, and it was so ordered.

INDIAN APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. SHERMAN, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, re-
ported the bill (H. R. 26916) making appropriations for the
current and contingent expenses of the Indian department, for
fulfilling treaty relations with various Indian tribes, and for
other purposes, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1910, which
was read a first and second time and, with the accompanying
report (H. Rept. No. 1897), referred to the Committee of the
Whole Hounse on the state of the Union and ordered printed.

AMr, FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I reserve all points of
order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York reserves all
points of order on the bill.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R, 26394, the
naval appropriation bilk

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the maval appropriation bill, with Mr. MAXX in
the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The pending proposition is the amendment
offered by the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. FINLEY],
which, without objection, the Clerk will again report.

There was no objection, and the Clerk read as follows:

Page 59, line T, after the word “ constructed,” strike out all down to
and including line 12

My, FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I wonld like the attention of the
committes for a moment. We have reached that portion of the
bill relating to the increase of the navy, and the first paragraph
provides for the construction of two first-class battle ships. I
understand that there is a desire on the part of some Members
for a little debate, and I am going to ask unanimous consent
that we have debate upon this proposition for one hour; one
half to be controlled by some gentleman in opposition to the
recommendation of the committee and the other half to be con-
trolled by the chairman of the committee, and that then we
come to a vote npon the paragraph and all amendments thereto,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that debate on the pending paragraph and all
amendments thereto be limited to one hour, to be equally di-
vided between those in favor of the paragraph and those op-
posed to the provision in the bill; one half to be controlled by
the gentleman from Illinois, and the other half by some gentle-
man in opposition thereto.

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,
I want to ask this question: Whether or not there are not two
classes of Members who are opposed to this provision in the
bill, one those who want to strike out or reduce and another to
increase?

AMr. FOSS. I think not. There are only those who are op-
posed and those who are in favor of the committee proposition,
so far as I have been able to learn.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, I should like to ask the chairman of the commitiee
whether it would not be possible to extend the time to two
hours. I know myself of four or five gentlemen who wish to
talk on this battle-ship proposition, and it will be impossible
for them to be heard if only thirty minutes on a side would be
permitted. ;

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, we have a number of very im-
portant matters in this bill ahead, and it is my desire to get

through to-day, if it is possible; but if we increase the time,
as the gentleman suggests, we will not be able to do it, and I
think most of the Members have made up their minds upon
this proposition, and I doubt very much whether general dis-
cussion would change the vote if it were taken at this time.
I am very anxious that we should proceed, in view of the fact
that there are other very important matters ahead
rglr. GRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I object, I call for the regular
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks for
unanimous consent, as stated by the Chair, for one hour debate
on this paragraph. Is there objection?

Mr. GRIGGS. I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr, FOSS. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest an hour
and a half to be equally divided. :

Several MeEmBERs. Make it two hours.

Mr. FOSS. Then, I do not think we can get through with
the bill to-day.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. GRIGGS. I object.

Mr, HEPBURN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
parliamentary situation of this matter. Suppose this request
is not granted; will there not be debate on the proposition, and
will not that continue until the committee directs it be closed?

The CHAIRMAN. If the request of the gentleman be not
granted, of course debate will continue o long as it may under
the rules of the House.

Mr. HEPBURN. I object, then.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection has already been made.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary
inquiry.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Unless a motion like the gentleman
has made, or gsome similar motion, prevails, nobody can speak
more than five minutes?

The CHAIRMAN. Nobody can speak more than five minutes,
except by unanimous consent.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It seems to me the sensible thing
to do is to agree as to time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands there is objection,

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Yes; lots of it.

Mr. FOSS. Now, Mr. Chairman, T will ask unanimous con-
sent to extend the time of debate to two hours.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from Illinois amends his
request and asks unanimous consent that debate upon the
pending paragraph, and all amendments thereto, be Hmited to
two hours, one half of the time to be controlled by the gentle-
man from Illinois and the other half to be controlled by some
one in opposition. Is there objection?

AMr., MACON. Mr. Chairman, I will state that the gentleman
from South Carolina offered the amendment, and it seems to
me that he should be allowed to control the time in favor of the
amendment. The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. FiNLEY]
offered the amendment.

Mr. GRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. FINLEY] be allowed to
control-the time in favor of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Illinois incor-
porate in his request the suggestion offered by the gentleman
from Georgia, that one-half of the time be controlled by the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. FiNLEY]?

AMr. FOSS. I will.

The CHAIRMAN, Isthere objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. Without objection, the
Clerk will again report the pending amendment,

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 59, line 7, after the word * constructed,” strike out the re-
mainder of the paragraph down to and including line 12,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr, DOUGLAS. What is the effect of that amendment? We
can not judge.

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a parliamentary inquiry. The
gentleman from Illinois. :

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the gentle-
man from South Carolina is first entitled to recognition. I sug-
gest that the gentleman who proposed the amendment is first en-
titled to recognition.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, the gentleman from Illincis in cherge
of the bill is entitled to recognition. " .

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the gentleman from
South Carolina go ahead and explain his amendment.
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Mr. FINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yleld fifteen. minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BArTHOLDT].

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Mr. Chairman, if there ever was a time
in our history when preparations for war and further increases
of armaments are both unwise and unnecessary, it is the pres-
ent; unwise because the normal annual expenditures in the
national household now exceed the revenues by considerably
more than $100,000,000, and unnecessary because we are not
only at peace with all the world, but, what is more, “we have
wisely managed to safeguard our peace as it had never been
safeguarded before. Hence every consideration of prudence and
patriotismm points to the present as the most propitious time to
pause, temporarily at least, in our vast expenditures for so re-
mote an eventuality as war.

We are all agreed that if our country were in any immediate
danger of a foreign invasion or of war with a foreign foe no
sacrifice would be too great for us to make for our defense. To
raise money, we would issue bonds and, if needs be, mortgage
our homes for that purpose; in fact, this mighty Nation, rising
in its own defense, would be a spectacle of patriotic self-sacrifice
such as the world has never witnessed before.

In such a erisis we would justly scorn finanecial considerations
or even deficits in the Treasury, for in the face of national dan-
ger all other interests must be subordinated to the one para-
mount duty, the national defense. I will even go further, and
say that if there were but a well-authenticated probability of
any foreign complications preparations to obey the law of self-
defense would still be in order. But at a time when there is
no more probability of war than there is of lightning striking
our houses at this season of the year—and I shall give my rea-
sons for this assertion—at such a time, I claim, we have no
moral right to run the Government into debt in order to pay
for totally unnecessary increases of the implements of war.
Before flattering national vanity by increasing the navy beyond
the requirements of effective national defense I hold it to be our
bounden duty to provide for the necessities of the peaceful de-
velopment of the country and to subordinate the unreasonable
demands of the jingo to the obligations which the Government
owes to the peaceable citizen and taxpayer.

And as not one of us, Republican or Democrat, can furnish
to his constituents a valid excuse for government expenditures
in excess of government revenues, except in time of war, this
duty becomes the more patent to all ;

When I came to Congress sixteen years ago the navy cost us
about $22,000,000 annually. This year's budget calls for over
one hundred and thirty-five millions. While in that same pe-
riod of time the population has increased only about 85 per cent,
naval expenditures have increased over 600 per cent. These
figures show that we have already gone back on the traditions
handed down to us by the founders of the Republic, which
teach us to rely for national safety upon our inherent strength,
our righteousness, and our sense of justice, and that instead
we have accepted the false theory through which monarchs from
time immemorial have filched money from the pockets of their
people, namely, the theory that armaments and man-killing
machineries alone can vouchsafe security and peace. Do not
the figures I have just cited bear out this assertion? And have
we not actually been told time and again that a big navy is the
best guaranty of peace? It is false, I say again, and our own
history proves it to be false. Why was it that we enjoyed both
peace and immunity from attack when we had no navy at all?
Does it not dawn upon those who are misled by that fallacy and
who constantly shoat for more arsenals and more battle ships
that, after all, there might have been something besides the
big stick that deterred either Europe or Asia from invading this
Republic of free men? Was not safety rather to be found in
our isolated position, our numbers, out limitless resources, ofir
love of peace and justice, our stout hearts, and in the patriotism
born of liberty? [Applause.]

But let us for an instant meet on common ground. Yet us
admit, for argument's sake, a powerful navy to be the only real
guaranty of our security. How many battle ships would we
have to build to be absolutely secure? Certainly more than any
other one nation, and in fact more than all other nafions com-
bined; for if naval armaments are to be the only safeguard of
a nation’s peace, we would be in constant danger of being
overawed, because our big stick is not as big as all the other
big sticks combined. Is not this the true logic of the plea for
a bigger navy? And if it is, then all those who believe in the
peace-promoting mission of the fleet would be forced to the con-
clusion that true pafriotism requires the immediate construe-
tion, not of two, but of at least a hundred, Dreadnoughts. The
fact, however, that they are willing to content themselves with
two amounts to an abandonment of their own. theory and is a
practical admisslon that our safety rests on a better, securer

foundation than mere iron clads, and one which our navy
boomers quite evidently rely on themselves, From their view
point two additional ships can not possibly afford adequate
protection; and if, nevertheless, they are satisfied with this In-
crease, we have a right to conclude that it makes no difference
whether we build two more ships or none at all. Either course
would be inconsistent with and contrary to the theory that the
peace and tranquillity of the United States depends upon battle
ships alone. If we are not to be entirely burglar proof until
our navy equals that of Great Britain, or, in fact, the navies
of all nations combined—and that is and must be the conten-
tion of our friends, the navy boomers—then it is immaterial
whether we have two iron clads more or less at this time, be-
cause we are insecure in any event.

There is but one consistent course to be taken in this emer-
gency. It is to refuse all unreasonable demands for additional
armaments. Such a course will be consistent, in the first place,
with .American traditions; it will also be consistent with the
enlightened sentiment of the world, and it will be consistent
with our own professions, as well as with the actual situation.

The sentiment of the people everywhere is for peace and not
for war, and that sentiment is stronger than you and I realize,
The governments, too, seem willing at last to heed the voice
of the people. As proof I point to The Hagune conferences, the
pan-American conferences, the many arbitration treaties, to
the official recognition willingly accorded by the governments
to the Interparliamentary Union, that world organization of
lawmakers which aims to substitute arbitration and judicial
decisions for war, and last, but not least, to the fact that, in
spite of the recent political upheavals in the Balkans, peace
has been maintained. There was a time, and it was true up
to a few years ago, that you could not strike a match in the
European Orient without causing a terrifice explosion, and what
has happened there recently? Turkey has had a bloodless revo-
lution, resulting in a nmew era of constitutional government;
Austria quietly annexed the Turkish provinces of Bosnia and
Herzegovina; and the Servians declared their political inde-
pendence ; and all this without the shedding of a drop of human
blood, when, ten years ago, either one of these events would
have been sure to cause a world conflagration. What is it?
Say what you please, but in my judgment it is the progressive
thought and enlightenment of the people, the growing sentiment
in favor of enduring peace, and the fear of the great military
powers, because of that sentiment, to put their war machinery
in motion. It seems almost as if in the incredibly short period
of ten years a transition had taken place, as if the world had
suddenly emerged, in this respect at least, from a state of semi-
barbarism and risen to a higher civilization, in the light of
which rulers are either afraid or ashamed to draw the sword
and prefer to keep the peace by resorting to arbitration or ap-
pealing to the courts established by international agreements,
Certain it is that a new era has dawned and that the increased
armaments which followed the First Hague Conference, and to
which my friend from Illinois [Mr. Foss] so frequently refers,
merely mark the last flickering up of the halo of the old sys-
tem, & system, however, which is doomed to oblivion, doomed
to give way to that new order of things which will recognize
a legalized machinery of justice, instead of brute force, as the
only legitimate means of settling international controversies.

Look at the wonderful change wrought within the last few
years in our own country and its relations with the outside
world. Thanks to the wisdom and energy of Secretary Root,
we have concluded arbitration treaties with about 20 countries
of America, Europe, and Asia. We have been relieved as a
result of the Second Hague Conference of our real or fancied
responsibilities with regard to the debts of the Latin-American
countries, inasmuch as it was agreed at The Hague, all powers
consenting, that contractual debts shall no longer be collectible
by force. More than that, we have an understanding with
Japan which, in my judgment, will go down into history as one
of the greatest achievements of the present administration. In
the course of the remarks I submitted on the battle-ship question
at the last session I used this language:

Unless we are all in ignorance as to the true situnation—and it is
incredible that the Mikado's diplomatie representatives should mis-
represent it to us—a simple Agreement to arbitrate differences and to
mutually arantee territorial Integrity and undisputed home sover-
eignty wotﬁg effectually dispose of the Japanese question for all time to
come, and not a single battle ship will be needed to secure the benefits
of such a treaty.

While our understanding with Japan—or call it agreement
or declaration of principles, or anything else—does not go quite
as far as I then indicated, it surely carries with it the gunar-
anties of amity and good will, and forms the basis upon which
peace between the two nations can be maintained. The sitna-
tion regarding the Philippines has also been cleared. The fact

e
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of this outside possession of the United States has constantly
been used as an argument for a bigger navy; but it is now clear
that neither a European power nor Japan wants these islands,
and our understanding with the Government of the Mikado
covers this very point. From this brief review of the situation
it appears that war involving this country is a much more re-
mote possibility to-day than it ever was before.

Now, as to the latest seare about a possible war with Japan.
Does it not strike the Members of this House as a most peculiar
coincidence that every time we consider the naval appropriation
bill there suddenly appears the handwriting on the wall pictur-
ing a war? Is it merely an accident that on the very day when
we were expected to vote on battle ships the morning papers re-
produce, with glaring headlines and in double-leaded type, the
opinion of a New York editor, whose views otherwise they so
frequently discredit and whose California interests are too well
known to need any comment here? The President of the United
States has, with praiseworthy foresight, repudiated in advance
and on behalf of the Nation whatever action the California leg-
islature may take with respect to the so-called * Japanese bills,"”
Hence Japan can not, and I am sure will not, hold the Ameri-
can Nation responsible for whatever the legislature of a single
State may do, no more than the British Government would hold
us responsible for resolutions of mass meetings of Irish-Ameri-
can citizens denouncing England. The trouble between Cali-
fornia and Japan can never be settled by war, because war
never settles a question of right or wrong. It must be a ques-
tion of the deepest concern to us, however, to find some way
by which the supremacy of the Nation and its foreign policies
can be maintained as against the rights of individual States.
In other words, niational obligations must be made as binding
upon each state government as they are upon the National
Government, and as sacred in their observance as the provisions
of the Constitution itself. It is therefore really an American
question, and one to be adjudicated by ourselves; and this being
well understood all over the world, no sane nation will go to
the length of declaring war upon us on account of it. Some
of them may refuse to negotiate arbitration treaties with us
because of the sovereign rights of the separate States, but
they will no more dream of drawing the sword because of petty
grievances arising from this situation than they would ever
interfere with our international affairs. If a single State could
coerce the National Government to make a state question a
concern of the Government and to defend the action of a State,
right or wrong, the case would, of course, be different; but in

“the determination of so grave a (uestion as war, all govern-

ments are guided and controlled by the attitude of the responsi-
ble government and not by that of its press and its component
arts. N

N And as long as Japan is satisfied as to the correct and friendly
attitude of the Government at Washington, no amount of jingo
talk by the press or individuals will ever drive her into a
bloody conflict with the United States. It is even unnecessary
to eall attention to the fact that our naval srength is double that
of Japan to-day.

Mr. Chairman, on the pending question I shall vote in ac-
cordance with my conscientious convictions, and shall refuse to
be influenced by either fear or intimidation. [Applause.]

[During the delivery of the above remarks the time of Mr.
BagtHOLDT expired.] ;

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Can I have five minutes more?

Mr. FINLEY. I am afraid I will not be able to yield the
gentleman any more, as all the time has been allotted.

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the REcorp.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none,

Mr. FINLEY. I will ask the gentleman from Illinois to con-
sume some of his time now.

Mr. FOSS. I will ask if any gentleman on this side desires
to oceupy any time in support of the provision in the bill? No
one seems to desire to be heard in favor of the proposition, so I
will suggest to the gentleman from South Carolina that he go
ahead.

Mr, TAWNEY. I desire to ask the gentleman from Illinois
if he intends to use all the time in one speech; if not, the other
side should occupy some of its time now.

Mr. FOSS., I do not think we will consume all of our time.
I would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, if there is anyone who de-
sires to speak in favor of the two battle ships on this side?

Mr. WALDO. A little later on I would like to have a few
minutes, but not at the present.

Mr, FOSS., No one on this side now seems to desire to speak
at this time.

Mr. TAWNEY. I submit that in order that this debate may
proceed in an orderly way that the gentleman should consume
some of his time. :

Mr. FINLEY. I would like the gentleman from Illinois to
repeat his statement.

Mr. FOSS. T will now yield five minutes to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WALDO. Mr. Chairman, if I understand the purpose of
this amendment, it is to end the present policy of the United
States of keeping a navy that will permit us to rank with the
great naval powers of the world. It is a policy that we started
upon quite a good many years ago; it is a policy that permitted
us to succeed in the war with Spain; it is the policy to-day
that makes the United States respected and its citizens sure
of protection in all parts of this world. It seems to me that
at this time, when we are hardly fairly started upon our pro-
gramme to have a navy equal to any nation, that we should not
call a halt. It is very pleasant to talk about peace and pros-
perity, but in this world no nation has peace or prosperity
that is not able to defend itself.

The moment that we cease our naval programme our navy
is on the way to decay. Naval ships only last a few years, and
still fewer years do they remain equal to the nmaval improve-
ments of other great powers. If we desire to protect our
country; if we desire that our citizens be protected abroad;
if we desire that our country shall continue to be respected
as one of the great powers, we must continue our naval pro-
gramme; we should vote against this amendment and see that
at least two battle ships are ordered at this session of Congress.

Mr, FOSS, Mr, Chairman, I should like to inquire if there
is any other gentleman who desires to speak now in favor of
the two battle ships? If not, I suggest that my friend go ahead
on the other side. .

Mr. FINLEY. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Haroy].

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I wish to strike from this
measure the pretense that a nation is prepared for war in
order to preserve peace; the mask that, consciously or un-
consciously, hides the real spirit of warlike ambition; the
pretense that has prevailed among men from time immemorial.

It was the pretense under which the nations of the East, be-
fore the time of Alexander, invaded the nations of the West.
It was done, they said, to check the growing spirit of aggression
in the West. It was the pretense under which Alexander in-
vaded Asin. He wished, he said, to forestall all future inva-
sions by the Asiatics. It was the pretense under which the
fortified castles of the middle ages were erected, the barons
armed against each other, and perpetual warfare was carried on.
This condition grew so fearful that men almost forgot the peace-
ful avocations of life, while each nobleman increased the thick-
ness of his castle wall, the weight of his cannon or battering-
ram, and the number and strength of his armed retainers, until
the church, to prevent all peace from taking its flight from
among the peoples who professed to be the followers of the
tender gospel of Christ, proclaimed, as I remember it, “The
truce of God,” in order that there might be one day in the week
in which the owners of castles might rest and remain safely at
home and the armored knights should not engage in foraging
expeditions against their neighbors. Lords built castles, barons
and knights buckled on armor, armies were marshaled, and
nations bathed in blood and fire in the name of peace.

The war of the Dutch Republie, when the Spanish soldiery
invaded the country, was waged by the invaders in the name of
the Prince of Peace; so also were all the crusades, which ex-
tended over a period of three hundred years and were marked
by a spirit of bloodthirstiness never surpassed, launched in the
love of God and righteousness, and the children’s crusade, the
«erowning cruelty of all the ages, was the joint product of
human ambition and the preaching of righteousness and peace.

We saw that also in modern times in our communities, when
it was thought that every citizen should have the right to
carry a pistol about his person, and in my State the horseman
‘earried it hung to the horn of his saddle, and the footman car-
ried it swung around his waist, and no man was expected to go
about unarmed until the law said that we should disarm all
citizens, and peace substantially followed. I want to say that
since the time when Constantine the Great, at the head of his
army, claimed that he saw the shadow and the sign of the
cross in the sky, these claims have been false prétenses, and we
should strike the mask from the pretense under which we arm
for war while we claim we arm for peace. [Applause.]

Not only that, but all these military preparations have hung
themselves like millstones around the industries of the people.

In the day of small production the lord carried his feudal sub-
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jects with him to the field, while the women worked at home to
produce the meager necessities to support life. How they lived
at all in those days and supported such vast armies God only
knows, but we do know that they lived hard, with half the bare
necessities of healthy life supplied and in virtual slavery. And
we do know that a Louis XIV in France so multiplied the bur-
dens of his people in order, as he claimed, by the greatness of
his power, to make that power feared and to deter the other
nations from attacking him or thwarting his plans, that while
he filled his land with martial pageantry and wrote glory large
for more than a half century of his reign, he wrote shame at
the end of it, and for his successors sowed the seeds of a revo-
lution that shook all the nations of the earth. In this advanced
age, when production has increased to such an extent that one-
fifth of our population might support the balance, with im-
proved machinery, we must devise some means by which we
can hang this millstone of war expenditure around our people’s
neck again, and we devise great battle ships, under which, as
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BarTHOLDT] has said, we are
spending to-day $135,000,000 for a navy, whereas when he came
into the House sixteen years ago $20,000,000 was sufficient.

The time will soon come, if the rush of progressive increase
is continued, when $250,000,000 will be required annually to
keep up this increasingly heavy and heavier burden of the navy.
Our Government ought to keep abreast of the times, ought to
be continually building some vessels, in order that we may
keep posted as to the latest improvements in naval warfare;
but we have 6 underway now, and in ten years' time the
repairs and changes on the vessels we have in the navy will
cost more than it costs to build 4 ships a year to-day. If
we could have another Roosevelt, and Congress should accede
to his requests, at the end of another eight years' term we
would perhaps be spending $400,000,000 per annum on the
navy alone.” If our navy as we have it were placed upon the
Pacific Ocean, the only cloud in the sky of peace would be suc-
cessfully dissipated. In my opinion, the European nations con-
template war only with horror, because they are advanced and
civilized, and have not the thirst of blood. Possibly the Japa-
nese nation to-day, in its youthful resurrection from a long
gleep of inaction, would lose their balance and plunge into
war, though I do not believe it. If that be the case, we are
prepared against them without further expenditure, for we have
a greater navy than they have themselves,

We must not forget that the building of a navy never ends.
It takes three to four years to build a battle ship, and it is not
completed before repairs and changes begin. In about ten
years it is likely to be unseaworthy or antiquated or supplanted
by a more efficient fighting machine. We are feeding the hunger
and stimulating the thirst for war and learning to boast and
glory in our power,»while we are piling high the burden of
debt for war in anticipation even as Lounis XIV did for war
in fact.

Mr. Chairman, since 1812 there has been no threat or fear
or probability of any foreign invasion of the United States.
The Monroe doctrine, the most aggressive and self-assertive
policy our Nation ever adopted toward foreign nations, was
established with scarce a sea force sufficient to be called a
“pavy.” Our limitless resources are known, and in them-
selves are stronger to deter any nation from striking us than
a far larger navy would be to prevent the striking of any
weaker nation. Till now also our national love of justice and
peace, known of all men, has been a tower of strength to us
among the nations of the earth. - May God forbid that we
should ever take on the pride of the war lord or become with
our navy the swaggering bullies of the sea.

Mr. FINLEY. I suggest that the gentleman from Illinois
now use some of his time.

Mr., FOSS., Mr. Chairman, there seems no one on this side
who wishes to speak, except myself, and I claim the right to
close the debate. )

Mr. FINLEY. Then I will yield fifteen minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. TAWNEY].

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, with a navy greater than any
in the world except the English navy, and with an enormous
deficit in our revenues, I sincerely hope this amendment strik-
ing out the aunthorization for two battle ships will prevail. If
it is adopted, it does not necessarily mean we have changed
our naval policy, except in respect to the number and size of
ships we will authorize this year, for we have no settled policy
in this respect. In the very nature of the case we ean not have,
for in the matter of naval construction each succeeding Con-
gress necessarily determines for itself the number, size, and cost
of naval vessels it will authorize. The next Congress, if it sees
fit to do so, can provide for two, or as many battle ships as, in
its judgment, is necessary and as the revenues of the Govern-

ment will permit. T want to make it clear that I do not favor
the amendment because I am opposed to providing all of the
means necessary for our national defense; I favor the amend-
ment because I do not at this time deem it necessary to add to
our navy two of the greatest battle ships the world has ever
seen, merely to gratify our ambition to excel all other nations in
the world in the matter of competitive naval shipbuilding.

For, Mr. Chairman, the country can not escape the conclusion,
when it analyzes our sitnation in respect to our national de-
fense, that there is no real fiecessity for this very large ex-
penditure of the public money at this time, and that the prin-
cipal reason for the authorization is an ambition on our part
to excel other nations in the matter of naval shipbuilding.
This is not alone true of ourselves, but is also true of other
nations. A year ago, speaking on the naval budget, the prime
minister of England, Mr. Asquith, said:

We do not wish to take the lead, but we want to do everything in
our power to prevent a new spurt in competitive shipbuilding between
the great naval powers.

In my judgment, we should emulate the example of our sister
nation, Great Britain, and strive to check this tendency among
the naval powers to excel in naval shipbuilding. In reading
the report of the Committee on Naval Affairs, I find that one of
the arguments in support of the recommendation for these two
large ships—the largest vessels that ever have been built—is
that during the past year the policy of building battle ships of
larﬁe displacement and high speed has been the policy of other
nations,

I have always contended, Mr. Chairman, that we are not
justified in determining the size of our navy by the size of
other navies, but that the size of our navy should be governed
by what is necessary for our national defense, taking into con-
sideration our geographical isolation. And yet it is a fact we
should not lose sight of in considering this question that we
have to-day a navy which in point of efliciency and in tonnage
is second only to one, and that is the navy of Great Britain.
From the standpoint, then, of gratifying an ambition to equal,
if not excel, other nations in the size of our navy we do not
need these two enormous battle ships—enormous in size and
enormousg in cost—for in size and efficiency our navy is larger
than that of any other except the English navy.

In the annual report of the Secretary of the Navy, dated
November 30, 1908, it appears that—

1 -
et . MEh eveel, With ot Dattery uns of the IAFeter call
er, has been universally continued, and all navies are now engaged in

or have authorized the construction of such vessels.

And no other argument is advanced in support of the recom-
mendation of the Secretary or of the committee.

It matters not, so far as I am concerned, how many naval
vessels other nations, not situated as we are, may construct.
We should now determine the question whether or not we at
this time should authorize the construction of two of the largest
vessels that have ever been launched, in addition to those we
now have, independent of what other countries may deem neces-
sary for their defense.

Mr. Chairman, there is a good reason, one perhaps sufficient,
to justify the increase in the number and size of vessels of
some forelgn countries, but it is one that does not apply to us.
Take, for example, France, England, and Germany; either can
sirike the other within a few hours and use their home as a
base from which to operate. They are independent nations,
having diverse and conflicting interests at home and abroad.
If there is any menace to their peace, it is this conflict of in-
terest and this close proximity that causes it and makes it
necessary for each of these countries to be prepared to meet
the other in war at any time. But we are altogether differently
situated. In addition to our navy and in addition to our sea-
coast fortifications, we have that which is worth as much to
us as a means of national defense as all the navies of the
world. We have two oceans, on either side of us, giving us a
geographical isolation that is of more value to our defense than
all the navies we could build. Tt is this wide ocean expanse on
the east and on the west of us that is entirely ignored in
urging the need and extension of our navy beyond anything
enjoyed by any other nation.

Why, Mr. Chairman, we hear a great deal at this particular
time about the possibility of war with Japan. I am getting
somewhat tired of these annually recurring wars with Japan.
They are always simultaneous with the consideration of the
naval appropriation bill in this House. [Laughter and ap-

plause.] During every other week and month in the year we
are told our relations swith Japan are the most friendly and cor-
dial, but when we come to consider the naval appropriatioa bill
‘the newspapers are filled with predictions of what may happen
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in the future between the United States and Japan. If is a
remarkable coincidence that we never hear of war with any
country except when we are considering the provisions of this
naval bill. Mr, Chairman, it was only a few days ago that I
was told by a gentleman who spent some time in Japan last
snmmer iliat there is absolutely no more danger of war be-
tween Japan and the United States than there is of a war be-
tween the United States and Great Britain. Our relations with
that country were never more friendly than now.

But that is not the only reason why there is no danger of war
with Japan. Would Japan, even if she was able finaneially,
ever think of sending a fleet of battle ships from Yokohama to
attack our Pacific coast distant 4,200 miles? Her vessels would
have to be supplied somewhere in the Pacific Ocean with coal
and other supplies. For this purpose a naval base would be as
essential to her success as war ships. A war ship without coal
may be a thing of beauty, but it is as harmless as a dove. [Ap-
plause.] There is no available place in the Pacific Ocean ex-
cept Hawail from which a hostile fleet could operate against
our Pacific coast, and when we have fortified the Hawaiian
Islands, as they will be when the money now appropriated and
being appropriated this year is expended, under the recom-
mendations of the Taft Board, the Hawaiian Islands will be as
impregnable as Gibraltar, and impossible of being captured by
Japan or any other nation.

There is no naval vessel afloat that can sail in time of peace
from Yokochama to the Pacific coast and back again with her
own coal, a distance of 8400 miles. Without a naval base in
the Pacific no oriental country could send a fleet of naval ves-
sels and accompany that fleet with enough colliers to supply
them with the necessary coal. If anyone doubts this let him
study the coaling needs of our fleet on its trip around the
world and the way those needs were supplied. So I say, Mr.
Chairman, from no standpoint are we in any danger of war
with Japan or any other oriental country. But we have just
recently concluded an agreement with Japan which we were
told before the naval bill was brought up for consideration in-
sures the most friendly relations with that country. The coun-
try rejoiced over this faet, for our people have always enjoyed
and will always endeavor to continue the most peaceful and
friendly relations with the people of Japan.

AMr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman believe that
with all the preparations for defense at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii,
a successful defense could be made unless we have wvessels of
equal efliciency to cope with vessels of other countries?

Mr. TAWNEY. In answering the gentleman I will say that
that is the judgment of the Taft Board that made recommenda-
tions for the fortifications of Hawaii.

Mr. BATES. I am not speaking of the land fortifications,
but of the naval preparation by way of modern ships which
wonld be necessary to control the sea, to prevent a successful
attack and probable taking of Hawaii and Pearl Harbor by a
foreign foe. 1

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, if the fortifications at Pearl
Harbor and at Honolulu, when completed, as recommended by
the Taft Board, are not sufficient, are not adequate for the pro-
tection of Pearl Harbor and Honolulu, then why have these
recommendations been made, and why are we needlessly wasting
the public money for the purpose of constructing these fortifi-
cations?

Mr. Chairman, on the Atlantic side we are equally secure from
effective attack. There is no European counfry that has a
transport service of sufficient capacity to land an army of
100,000 or 150,000 men fully equipped for war on our shore at
a given time, even in time of peace.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, we are not sitnated as are the other
countries with which we are constantly comparing means of
national defense. There is no country that ean strike us
effectively, with the fortifications we now have and with the
navy we now have.

But I am not in favor of the amendment alone because I
believe it unnecessary at this time to authorize these two large
battle ships. There is another reason—one that ought to appeal
to the membership of this House and to the country—against
this ambitious policy to excel all other nations in the number
and size of our war vessels. We are this year spending 40
per cent of all our revenues, exclusive of postal receipts, for
preparation for war and about 30 per cent on account of wars
past, leaving only 30 per cent for all other governmental pur-
poses, except the postal service. We to-day have a deficit of
over $75,000,000. In other words, we have expended, during
the last six months, $75,000,000 more than we have received.
At the end of this tiscal year we will have a deficit of at least
$125,000,000.

Next year, on the basis of existing revenue laws, according to
the estimate of the Secretary of the Treasury, we will have a
deficit of $142,000,000. We have no money to-day for perma-
nent constructive objects like river and harbor improvements;
and you propose, in the face of that fact, to appropriate $24,000,-
000 for temporary destructive purposes, or for two $12,000,000
battle ships. If we could take the $24,000,000 that will ulti-
mately be placed in these two battle ships and devote that money
to river and harbor improvements, that improvement would be
permanent and the benefit would be immediate and direct to the
people and their commerce. But the people are denied these
necessary internal improvements for want of money; and yet, to
gratify an ambition to excel all other nations in the matter of
shipbuilding, you propose, in the face of a certain deficit of one
hundred and twenty-five millions this year and a possible def-
icit of one hundred and forty-three millions next year, to spend
$24,000,000 in the construction of two ships.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman—

Mr. TAWNEY. Oh, I do not say that the $24,000,000 are
carried in this bill. Twelve million dollars of it is, and that is
only for the cost of the hull and armor of the two ships.

Mr. FOSS. I want to state to the gentleman that the cost
of these ships is §10,250,000 each.

Mr. TAWNEY. In the last session we were told that these
Dreadnoughts of 20,000-ton burden would cost $13,000,000.
Now, because we have had hard times and are constructing
them a little more cheaply, it is estimated that they will cost
$12,000,000, and $6,000,000 for each ship is earried in this bill,
which is only half of the actual cost of the ships. Therefore
we will have $24,000,000 to pay, and nothing but a deficit with
which to meet the expenditure. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

[By unanimous consent Mr. TAwNEY was granted leave to
extend his remarks in the REcCorp.]

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to state, for the infor-
mation of the House, that I have received from the chief con-
structor of the navy a statement to the effect that the estimated
cost of each one of these ships would be $10,250,000—that is
to say, the cost for the two ships will be $20,500,000 instead
of $24,000,000, as the gentleman from Minnesota has stated in
his remarks.

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman from
Illinois takes his seat, I would like to ask him a question. I
would like to ask if, for the information of the committee and-
of the House, he would be good enough to state the reasons that
determined the committee to report in favor of the construction
of two battle ships—whether it was on representation by officers
charged with the defense of the country or from ratiocinations
pursued by the committee itself?

Mr. FOSS. I will state to the gentleman that there is in the
Navy Department a body called the “ General Board,” composed
of some of the ablest officers in the navy, who, every year, give
careful consideration to the subject of the naval programme,
and this board made a recommendation that we authorize four
battle ships this year. We have, in addition to that, the recom-
mendation of the Secretary of the Navy to authorize four battle
ships, and then upon that comes the recommendation of the
President of the United States, in his message sent to Congress,
that we authorize four battle ships. Now, all these recommen-
dations came before the committee, and the committee, after
careful consideration and discussion, came to the conclusion
that it would be wise to recommend half the number, or two
battlgniihipa, and accordingly we recommend that number in
this .

Mr. SHERLEY. Will the gentleman yield to a question?

Mr, FOSS., T will.

Mr. SHERLEY. Are we to infer from that that the judg-
ment of the commiftee is half as wise as that of the board, or
twice as wise? [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. FOSS. The gentleman can figure that out for himself.
I now] yield ten minutes to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Hep-
EURN.

Mr. HEPBURN. Mr. Chairman, we always have opposition
to every effort that is made to increase the military power of
this Government, but I have never heard so trivial a reason or
one so dishonoring fo the people of the United States assigned
to those who desire to increase the military power of the United
States as that which was made by the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. TAWNEY] a little while ago. He told us that the sole
purpose of those who wanted to have an adequate navy was be-
cause of an ambition to excel in naval architecture. He told us,
aside from the possibility of war, aside from the solicitude that
patriots may have for the performances of their Government in

1 case war does come, he imputes to us simply the ignoble purpose
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of desiring to build better ships than some other nation. I
scout that suggestion of the gentleman as an insult to the
American people. Those who favor an adequate navy do so
because they recognize the fact that the American people are a
warlike people. Every generation of Americans has had its
war, as probably every generation will.

There is a passion for military glory in the breast of-all
Americans, and while we talk of ourselves as a Christian people,
intent upon securing the spread of peace over all the nations,
yet we have had how many wars, Mr. Chairman—1812, 1846,
1861, and 1898, In less than a century this Christian people has
had four wars. And, Mr. Chairman, let me call attention to
that other fact that in each oné of them we went in without
being prepared. In the war of 1812 we went in without either
army or navy and threw down our challenge to the most power-
ful nation on earth. The war of 1846 found us without prepa-
ration, and preparation had to be made after hostilities began.
So it was with the war of 1808. The first thing we did was to
appropriate $50,000,000 to bring up our war establishment to
the condition that it ought to have been in in time of peace. We
have always listened to the siren song of those gentlemen who
eay, * You will never need an army; you will never need a
navy;"” and how gratifying it must be to all in authority to
listen to the assurances of the gentleman from Minnesota that
there can be no further wars, that we are to be exempt from all
of these curses that come to other nations through national
conflict, Here is to be peace. And we have the word of the
gentleman from Minnesota that no hostile force can reach our
shores. Then why be timid? If the good people along the
northern Atlantic coast in 1898 had known what he knows there
would have been no solicitude when it was rumored that the
Spanish fleet was approaching our coast, and the good people
of Boston would not have carried all of their portable valuables
hundreds of miles into the interior [laughter] if they had only
known what the gentleman from Minnesota knows and could
only have been so fully established in their ideas of security as
is the doughty gentleman from Minnesota. [Laughter.]

Now, if the gentleman had told us that no hostile fleet could
have ever reached the capital city of his district, I would have
thought possibly he might be correct [laughter], certainly at
this season of the year. [Laughter.] Mr. Chairman, every
man knows that if an insult comes to our Government from any
foreign government, there will be reparation or war. Why talk
about peace when we recognize that fact? The war spirit that
is in the hearts, ah, In the blood, of young America would
force any administration into hostility., What cause of war
other than sentiment had we in 18087 Yet, when the sentiments
of the American people were outraged they did not stop. The
Government tried to do so, the administration did everything
possible, the President held back, but this impulse that is in
the hearts and in the blood of Americans, when there was a
people alien to us, not of our blood, in whom we had no espe-
cial interest, and whom tyranny trampled upon, demanded that
we should go to their rescue, without hestitation, without prep-
aration, without a fitting army or a competent navy, we did;
and the very first step was to appropriate by a vote that was
unanimous, a vote in which the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Tawsey] participated, a vote in which the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. Barrmorpr], T think, said “aye,” we appropriated
£50,000,000, not for the pinrpose of putting our Nation in that
condition that it ouglit to have been for the purposes of that
war, but to bring it up to even the peace standard that was
creditable to the Nation.

And, Mr. Chairman, one of the evidences that seems to me
to be so important in this matter, that proves the war spirit of
the Americans, is found in the fact that the $50,000,000 was put
into the hands of the President without limitation, except to ex-
pend it to put us as nearly as possible into a war condition; and
up to this moment, Mr. Chairman, there has been no request
from any human being as to how that $50,000,000 was expended,
" Now, Mr. Chairman

The CHATRMAN.,

Mr. FOSS.
if he desires.

Mr. HEPBURN. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that now is the time to secure an
efficient navy. That our navy is commensurate with our wants,
I do not believe. The gentleman from Minnesota tells us, with
gravity, that our situation is such that we need Jess of sea arma-
ment than other nations may need ; that we have two coasts, the
Atlantic and the Pacifie, and therefore we do not need the same
power upon the sea. I do not look at that fact as the gentle-
man from Minnesota does, It seems to me, sir, that this separa-
tion of onr coasts makes a larger navy more necessary. I think

The time of the gentleman has expired.
I will yield five minutes more to the gentleman,

that the fact that we have 3,000 miles upon the Pacific, and a
larger number of miles upon the Atlantic and the Gulf, to de-
fend, the two being separated, requiring weeks in order to send
relief from one to the other, makes it necessary that we shounld
be prepared for any emergency. That is a source of weakness,
not a source of strength. The gentleman says that no naval
force from the West or from the Far East can ever reach our
Atlantie coast in an efficient condition,

I do not know that, Mr. Chairman, and the gentleman will
pardon me if I express some doubt as to whether he knows it.
What may be done is still a matter of conjecture, and especially
what may be done by the Japanese now or by the Chinese in a
score of years from now. I do not want war with any nation.
I hope we never may have another declaration of war from our
Government, but I want to be prepared for it, and as one of
the means for securing answers to the prayers for peace that I
put forth I want to see such a navy as will suggest to our pro-
posed assailants that there is peril in the assault. I want him
to know that assault can be repelled. I do not want the dis-
graceful spectacle that has been wiinessed time and again, at
least on two or three occasions, because in our parsimony, or in
our hopes for peace that have always been illusive, we have
failed to prepare.

Once, gentlemen may remember, when we were defying Great
Britain and seeking war with her, the declaration was made
when the only preparation that was indulged in was the build-
ing of certain gunboats of about from 20 to 30 tons burden, each
armed with a swivel gun, and so disproportioned was armament
to hull that when the gun was fired across the side of a vessel
it immediately eapsized and proceeded to the bottom of the river
that it was to defend. [Laughter.] And our whole defense
when we went into the war of 1812 was 67 out of 200 gunboats
of that character. [Applause].

Mr. FINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SLAYDEN].

Mr. SLAYDEN, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that I may be permitted to extend my remarks in the REcCoRD.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there
objection? [After a pause]. The Chair hears none.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I firmly believe that if we
should adopt the amendment, it will be taken as a declaration
to the world that we do not expect and that we do not desire
war., I believe that it will contribute to the success of the
efforts of the patriotic and intelligent men throughout the
world who have dedicated themselves to the honorable work
of preserving peace, and who hope and expect that this country
will lead in that great work. It is reasonable to expect it,
because we are so situated that we need not look upon an
assault from any outside government on earth as containing
the least element of success should such an assault be made.
QOur isolation, which really is splendid, added to the resources
of the country, makes us absolutely secure.

Mr. Chairman, both Houses of Congress constantly preach
economy, and just as persistently practice extravagance. This
bill is a striking illustration of ,the extravagance that has
characterized us for a number of years. Briefly, I want to call
attention to a few figures, and ask that gentlemen consider
them before they ecast their vote upon this amendment. Last
year, as I recall it, the Committee on Naval Affairs carried
through this House a bill that appropriated about $103,000,000.
That bill was increased when it reached the other legislative
body, until finally the appropriation carried was one hundred
and twenty-two million six hundred and sixty-two thousand
and odd dollars. The estimates submitted to the committee
for this particular bill were in amount $134,393,447.99. The
bill exceeds the estimates by a considerable figure, for it carries
$135,662,888.25.

Mr. FOSS. May I interrupt the gentleman right there?

Mr. SLAYDEN. Yes; but, Mr., Chairman, I have only five
minutes. I will yield if the gentleman will agree to give me a
little time. ;

Mr. FOSS. Well, go on.

Mr., SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, that committee which is
headed by the gentleman from Illinois is unigue among the com-
mittees of this House. We have a bill brought in by that com-
mittes that exceeds the estimates submitted to the committee
by the department.

Mr. FOSS. I will give the gentleman further time if he will
permit me to interrupt him.

Mr. SLAYDEN. How much time will the gentleman give me?

Mr. FOSS. I want to say to him that the department never
sent in estimates for the new ships; but in this bill we have
appropriated about $15,000,000 for the new ships, and these
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est!mates are not sent in as regular estimates submitted by the
Secretary of the Treasury, and that is the reason why.

Mr. SLAYDEN. The bill exceeds the estimate, and that is
the point. In the gentleman's argument he undertakes to show
that his committee is not conirolled by bureau estimates. I am
glad to hear it, but if he is right in his contention I am forced
to the conclusion that estimates are persistently made greater
than actual requirements, for, notwithstanding he claims to be
economical, his appropriations grow so steadily and rapidly that
I fear he and his committee will soon bankrupt the Government.
I fear that estimates are deliberately made excessive in order
to get what the department really wants. They ask for four
ships when they want two, and so on.

Mr, Chairman, I think there is nothing more absurd than
the alarm that gentlemen feel about the dangers that they sup-
pose menace us from the East.

According to the table prepared by the committee and sub-
mitted by them, the entire tonnage of the Japanese Government,
built and building, is 440,000 tons, against 770,408 tons, built
and building, on the part of the United States, which does not
include the two battle ships, the Florida and the Utah. Take
these in your estimate, and it will very materially increase the
difference in our favor as compared with that of Japan.

Mr. Chairman, the coincidence of the consideration of this
bill and these alarms of war, with which year by year our
people are frightened, has commanded my attention for some
time, and it makes me suspicious of the sincerity of the pleas
that are made for the increase of the navy. It has happened
when our fleet is in the Pacific Ocean that Germany was the
favorite enemy. It happens that when our fleet is upon the
Atlantie, Japan is our favorite enemy; and I am forced to be-
lieve that if we should send our fleet to the Arctic, then Ar-
gentina would be the favorite enemy of these gentlemen, who
want to tear down the doors of the Treasury and expend every
dollar that can be collected from the people by extravagant and
unfair taxation.

Japan has a navy just a little more than half as large as
ours. She has just emerged from a war that everybody will
admit exhausted her physically and financially. She won every
battle in that great struggle, but each victory brought her
nearer to exhaustion. Had Russia only persisted a little
longer—and no thoughtful student of events doubts that she
would have persisted but for internal disorders—a different
story in all probability would have been written.

This is no impeachment of the character and courage of the
Japanese. The sacrifices they made for their fatherland, their
resistless and patriotic enthusiasm, testify to their character,
and their courage is proven by their conduct in the greatest
battles ever fought.
~ But courage and enthusiasm alone do not wage wars and
win battles. In the long run it is resources that count.

Japan has a population about half as great as ours. Her
people cultivate farms that average in area only 3 or 4 acres.
Every member of a Japanese family, from the oldest down to
the youngest that can possibly do so, and of both sexes, has
to be almost continuously at work to keep from starving. A
drought or a flood, a disaster of any sort, seriously affects the
whole people. Famine is created in Japan or China or India
by conditions that would hardly secure a newspaper paragraph
in the United States.

To-day the credit of Japan, the victor, is hardly so good as
that of Russia, the defeated. Market quotations of national
eredit issues tell the tale.

Over against Japan’s limited resources and smaller popula-
tion, her famine conditions and reduced credit, I place our own
vast country with its enormous population and resources that
are beyond computation and comprehension.

I ask you to look at the quotation of her 4 per cent bonds
and compare them with the market value of our 2 per cent
bonds. I ask you to be reasonable and practical in your con-
sideration of this absurd war scare.

On our side of the Pacific Ocean Japan has no coal or coaling
stations. On all the Pacific coast, from the Isthmus to the State
of Washington, there is no coal. We find it only in British
Columbia. It is preposterous to think that England would per-
mit her colony to give such aid and comfort to an enemy of
the United States as to equip her with a war material like
coal. The English are not only our kinsmen, they are also
sensible people. They need us in trade, to take the lowest pos-
sible view of their probable course of action in such a con-
tingency as gentlemen seem to fear.

If Japan were to send war ships to our shores on a hostile
mission they would be helpless when they got here, England
alone could be of assistance in that erisis, and common sense
telis us she would not take sides against us,

Californians are needlessly alarmed—if they are alarmed,
which I doubt.

A distingunished military officer told me the other day that
San Francisco was perfectly defended—overdefended were his
exact words—against an attack from the sea.

Suppose—and it is a wild and an absurd conjecture—that
Japan could land an army. We wouldn't be idle. We could
meet it, and I know that we could take care of it, too.

We are gradually erecting 'a system of coast defenses from
Maine to western Texas and from southern California to north-
ern Washington. The Atlantic defenses are nearly, if not guite,
complete. The Gulf has not yet been as perfectly fortified as
it will be, and that work is now being done. I am willing that
it should be abandoned until my Pacific coast brethren have had
their nerves guieted. We are not alarmed either for our com-
merce or our lives.

The truth is, Mr. Chairman, that we are military mad. Much
more than half of our revenues are now devoted to military,
naval, and pension expenses. Our schools are training depots
for soldiers. Half the students are in uniform. A commission
in the army or navy is looked upon as the greatest reward that
our young men can seek. It spells ruin for the Republic unless
we can reverse the thoughts of our people.

The Declaration of Independence is out of fashion. It was
described by one of our uniformed statesmen as a “ damned
inflammable document.” We govern 10,000,000 alien people
against their will. A large number of people hope to govern
more yet in the West Indies. This expansion, this government
of an alien people, is tied up with the military idea. It requires
more armies and navies, more commissions, and more promo-
tions, and so it is popular.

If we had not committed the political crime and stupidity of
acquiring the Philippines, we would never have heard of war
with Japan; and even the most timid will admit that we would
have been in no danger if such a war had come under such
circumstances.

But Japan wants no war. Her rulers are wise men; they
know how such a war would end. They have shown ability of
the highest order, and they will never be persuaded that a little
success in the Philippines, or even a foray on the Pacific coast
of North America, will compensate them for the price they
would finally pay.

Another thought I would like for Members to consider before
they vote for the big increase in the navy.

These tremendous appropriations, plus the deficit that will be
more than $125,000,000 by June 30 of the current year, will in-
definitely postpone the river and harbor work that we all want
in order that our commerce may be prospered.

Which will you have, deeper harbors and better river naviga-
tion, with the cheaper freight rates that they will bring, or more
battle ships that we do not need and that will be in the scrap
heap in ten years?

I insert with my remarks the document entitled “ Thirty Rea-
sons Why Our Navy Should Not Be Enlarged.”

THIRTY REABONS WHY OUR NAYY SHOULD NOT BE ENLARGED,

The following statement of reasons why our navy should not be en-
larged is issued with the indorsement of & large body of the leading men
of the country, including Charles Francis Adams, Jane Addams, Samuel
Bowles, John Graham Brooks, Andrew Carnegle, James Duncan, Presi-
dent Faunce, of Brown Unlversity, A. B. Farquhar, Edwin Ginn, Wash-
ington Gladden, Edward Everett Hale, Willlam D. Howelis, Chester
Holcombe, Prof. William James, Rev. Charles E. Jefferson, President
Jordan, of Leland Stanford University, Bishop William N. McYickar, Mar-
cus Marks, N. O. Nelson, Gen. Willlam J. mer, Rev. Charles H. Park-
hurst, George Foster Peabody, Bliss Perry, Dean Henry Wade Rogers,
of the Yale Law School, I'rof. Willlam G. Sumner, Lincoln Steffens,
I1da M. Tarbell, President Thwin&. of Western Reserve University,
President Thompson, of the SBtate University of Ohlo, Booker T. Wash-
ington, Rabbl Stephen 8. Wise, President Mary BE. Woolley, of Mount
Holyoke College, and others,

1. Because we have fought forelgn foes—English, Spanish, and Mexi-
can—only six years In the one hundred and twenty-five years since the
Revolutlon. In every forelgn war we made the first attack. With
less danger from attack than any other nation, we are now spending
more for t war and preparation for future war than any other
nation In the world.

2. Because our extent of coast line has little relation to danger from
attack. 'The second H e conference has provided for immunity from
bombardment of all unfortified towns and from levying contributions
by threat of bombardment. We should be safer still if we reduced forti-
fications, as one of our delegates to The Hague has sald.

. Because The Hague conference also provided for arbitration of
disputes over contractual debts, thereby removing excuse for our keep-
ing a navy to prevent foreible collection of such debts of South America
to Europe.

4. Because a navy Is less needed than ever to protect Bouth America,
as It Is now perfectly capable of a defensive alllance among its nations
to repel any wanton attack from outside. Reasons which made the
Monroe doctrine necessary when there was a “ holy alllance” and the
weak South American republles were unconnected by telegraphs or
rallroads have no n&]icathn when modern communications, soon to
include the Panama Canal, and enormously increased population, wealth,
and mutual 1!riendﬂh1[;:I make them now far from eager to continue our
overlordship. With the price of a few torpedo boats we might secure
by education and diplomacy a federation of Bouth American states.
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peace-loving  nation

5. Because there Is danger from China, a 1
r; kot % more to promote

friendly to us. Our return of the indemnity has done
peace with her than anything else could do. According to the mtimggz
of Ambassador Luke Wright, of Hon. John W. Foster, of Secretary T
and of over 100 missionaries to Japan, familiar with her , CUS-
toms, and politics, there is not the slightest foundation for the violent
and frothy talk which Is emamti.nﬁ from a few Americans against
Japan a is poisoning the minds of millions of our umninfor eiti-
Zens. d Ambassador Wright: “ The talk of war between this coun-
try and Japan is mot even respectable nonsense.” The 100 missionaries
say: “ We desire to place on record our profound appreciation of the
kind treatment which we experience at the hands of Eoth Government
and people; our belief is that the all hemferent attitude of the
Japanese does not represent the real sentiments of the peo;lnle. We wish
to bear testimony to the sobriety, sense of international justice, and
freedom from aggressive designs exhibited by the ﬁzent majority of the
Japanese people.” Nothing could do more to develop the og})oslte
feeling that the baseless assumption and Insulting statements published
by certain irresponsible newspapers and military men.

6. Because of an excessive, ealthy reliance on force in our country
in recent years, which ecalls attention away from the foes at home
to supposﬁlﬂous foreign enemies. Its spirit fills the newspapers with
reckless, unfounded suspicions and accusations, distorting historiec
statements, promotes constant talk about war and ration for bm

of maneuvers, promotions, and technical detalls, makes us
to the real sources of our greatest loss of life and rogel'tw-
7. Because our three foreign wars since 1781, which lasted only six

ears, cost In life, all told, in battle nothing comparable with our reck-
ess slanghter by 'accidents every year in time of peace. The $60,000,-
000 increase of the navy asked for last year, if spent In fighting dis-
ease, ignorance, waste, and wickedness at home, 3robably could save as
much life and property as all our foreign and civil wars have cost. In
flve years we have lost alone by ﬁrelnlargaely gmventable, n,mo.ooo,oo?.

8. Because we are already spending over 65 per cent of the Nation's
revenue in payment for past war and In preparation for future war, and
have but one-third of our national revenue left for judiclal and execu-
tive departments, coast guard, light-houses, guarantine, custom-houses,
mﬂt-o ces, census, waterways, forestry, consular and diplomatic serv-

, and all other constructive work.

9. Because we have increased our expenditure for defense 200 times
durtnfi a period when our population has increased only 22 times, our
coast line perhaps 3 times, and our danger from attack not at all,

10. Beeause we are protected by nature as is no other country, and
have not the excuse for a great navy which England has, nor for a
strong army which Germany has. Our wealth is as great a protection
as our geographical position. We sappl(!y our own necessities and are
not nt, as many nations are. eneral Sheridan sald that no
nation on the Continent of Europe had sufficlent sh to spare to bﬂﬁ
overnenough soldiers to carry on one campaign so from its base
supplies.

11. Beeause we ghall need mo navy to protect the Philippines If we
but ask the nations to pledge preservation of their autonomy when we
grant them their independence. No nation could refuse or would dare
wantonly break such a pledﬁe made to the world. The neutralization,
in this manner, of exposed places is one of the most successful methods
of preventing war which we can further use. The pledge between
the United States and Great Britain to remove battle ships and forts
from our Canadian border has since 1817 secured ce at no expense
on over 3,000 miles of frontier. Without this pl ée we should prob-
ably have had war. So long as this line is ungua ed we shall never
fight Great Britain.

12. Because all the great natlons, in one place or another, are secur-
ing safety from territorial agzrandizement by pledging territorial in-
violability. All the nations on the Baltic and North seas signed freaties
in April, 1908, to respect each other’'s territory on those waters. Tur-
bulent Central Ameriea has secured peace by similar methods. 1t is the
method of the future.

13. Because, In spite of our strategic position and the faet that
Europe largely depends on us for food, we are s ing for defense more
than France and only $36,000,000 less than Germany, and only $66,-
000,000 less than Great Britain, which has possessions to protect around
the globe and is unable to feed herself exce¥t by imports.

lf. Because labor put into the comstruction of armaments could be

. better emvloyed to increase our insufficient rallroad capaeity and as
many men could be empleyed In making ralls and engines, of which we
have too few to EME our crops, as in making armor plate and Instru-
ments of destruction.

15. Because the recent arbitration treatles signed with Great Britaln,
France, Norway, Spain, Portugal, Switzerland, Japan, and Germany
minimize the tgosslbllity of war with those countries, and we have no
fear of any others.

16. Beecanse, as was nnanimously agreed at the arbitration confer-
ence in 1904 in Washington, attended by a gmt body of our most emi-
nent public men, there no question of * honor"™ or * vital Interest™
which can not be arbitrated, excelpt, of course, that of autonomy, which
can be secured by internationa pledg:, and In our case Is beyond

b

menace. Some of the smaller nations e already agreed to arbitrate
every question, There is no excuse for increased armaments until we
have at least tried to get the great powers to pledge themselves to

arbitrate every question with us.

17. Because we can secure far greater safety by expending on a peace
budget a small amount every year, “f $1 out of ever;othoumd voted
for armaments, Last year that would have been $220,000, which, In
the hands of a commission, could have brought 1 eminent Japanese
here and sent 100 of our Congressmen and tors to Japan. Banquets,
B hes, interviews, lectures, etc., would have brought about an under-

nd and friendship which might have easily prevented the vote for
a new Dreadnought. This method was recommended by the Interpar-
liamentary Unlon, and is worth more even than the ounce of preven-
tion whigﬁ is worth a pound of cure. Courtesy and good will are more
powerful than explosives in preventing war.

18. Because a national and racial arrogance is growing in our coun-
try, and bumptions talk about our hein,i “ master of the Pacific,”
though there are ten other nations bordering on it, Is leading a part
of our press and geople to insult and irritate other peoples with the
sense otp impunity in our impudence which a huge navy lends. We, as
well as other nations, have found easy euphemisms to ease our con-
sciences when us our military power to further our own ends. We
shall be far less likely to be hot-headed and rash and to rush into
needless war if we do not increase our navy. It is nalve conceit to
say that we are so peaceful and just that we can never be tempted to
wiage a needless war. The war with Mexico was fought in the interest
of slavery, and was called iniquitous by General Grant, who fought In

it. Bald Secretary of State Sherman concern the Spanish war,
*We could have adjusted our difficulties without the loss of blood an
treasure.” Said Congressman Boutelle, “ President McKinley, if Con-
gress had left the matter to him, would have secured everything we
wanted in Cuba without the sacrifice of one drop of American or
gy neof I 1 incite other nati

q use our navy is already so large as to inc er nations
to increase theirs. . 2

Our naval increase was quoted last year in the
French Assem| ‘i

as an argument for a French inerease. This senseless
mlc? is dri certain would-be customers of ours toward bank-

. Beeause increase of our navy does not increase respect of for-
eigners for us. - Respect ean be given only to moral qualities. Our
indifference to lawlessness and our civie corruption are well known
abroad. We have no more moral influence than we had thirty years
ago, when every monarchy in Kurope was being sap by our demoe-

racy. Plutocracy and militarlsm make us talked of and dreaded, but
not respected. any, perhaps, are glad that we are be hampered
our race for commereial supremacy by saddling ourselves with the

014 World’s milit burdens.

21. Because our ty no more depends on battle ships than upon
light-houses or fire engines. We should feel pride if we are safe enough
to dispense with a few. A FEuropean city built of stone rejoices that
it does not need our ecostly fire aptparatns. A large navy Is a con-
fession of conscious weakness or timidity.

22, Because increase of the navy is an implication that new dangers
are in sight and old friends are to be suspected. It arouses rivalry
and irritation with ether nations. The two nations to-day who are
the most armed are in the most danger of fighting. Just as Germany's
and Hngland's increase of maval power mu kuﬂ irritates each other,
80 Japan’s military skill has stirred the emulation of our Jingoes,
masking themselves under the conceited plea that we are par excellence
the 3peaaerul people of the world and can do no wrong with our navy.

23. Because “a decent respect for the opinion of mankind " ought
to be more and more the controlling motive of nations as of individuals.
A navy is but a small element in our defense, even from foreign foes,
to say nothing of defense from our far greater domestic da: s to
l&{: an& pg‘rjoperty We have been secure from attack with our fleet at

an es.

24 Because the demand for it comes chiefly from those who ignore
the new substitutes for war, and whose military training fits them only
to kill enemies, but not to prevent friends becoming enemies. They
understand explosives, but not human nature or politics or diplomaecy
or the meth which have produced the astou g bloodless revolu-
tion in Turkey, or the demand comes from the c¢lass which supplies
implements of war and surreptitiously keeps up war seares which the
gullible voters make profitable to them.

25. Because declaration of nonintercourse embodied In treaties I1s a
feasible and far more powerful force. We would. better spend onr
energy in stu g this new nt, advocated by Justice Brewer of the
Supreme Court and other able men, now made possible by moderm
conditions of communication and politics. If one tithe of the $60,-

000,000 asked for were spent on an educational campaign for a pledge

of nonintercourse from England, France, and the United States agalnst
any nation which attacked one of them and refused to arbitrate, it
would do more to keep the world's peace than all their navies. ere
two of these strong nations previously to make public their signed
agreements to withdraw diplomats and stop commeree upon wanton
attack on the third power, no nation would ever attack the third. The
declaration would suffice. This is a totally different thing from the old-
fashioned embargo declared by one nation on another after war began.
Even the unerganized Chinese boycotts, not backed by the Chinese
Government, made us remove injustices, and more recently coerced
Japan. If in fifteen Jears 400,000,000 organized Chinese refuse to
buy goods If they are ill treated, the greatest navies will avail nothing
to get their markets.

. Because new inventions in all probability will make existing
armaments useless before Japan, even If she wanted to attack us,
conld reeuperate from her finaneial drain sufficiently to do so. Alr
shi;s may make battle ships useless.

7. Because an Increase of the navy es infidelity to the great
achievements of Hague conventions. It is childishly inconsistent
to create more force when better methods are being substituted for it.

28. Because every enlargement of the navy draws men from con-
structive work. It keeps them always on the outlock for the trouble
which alone could give them the sense of being of real service and im-
portance, and getting promotions and honors. Advocates of
navies are notably skeptieal about other methods than force for pro-
moting peace, and draw the attention of the public away from the
quiet and effective to the old-fashioned methods which tickle eye and
ear with nolsy and spectacular effects.

29. Because by lowe excessive tariffs and thus promoting com-
mercial fraternity we could do more for peace than through intimida-
tion by armaments.

30. use we have not the faintest ground to suspeet there will
ever be a war again with England so long as our northern frontier is
free from her fortifications; nor with Spain, whose interests hereafter
ean not cross ours: nor with any of the other nations with whom we
have always been at tpeace, and who could fight us only at a range of
thousands of miles from their base of supplies. We are especially
secure, as Europe is dependent on us for a Iar%e share of her food sup-
ply, and the Orient has everything to lose and nothing to gain by at-
tacking us. The * Yellow Peril ™ a psychological obsesslon of a few
gsearemongers who do not read oriental languages or respect people
who have not white skins, but who translate their suspicions into
statements which are not facts, and help create the very hostility that
would excuse their cry for an increased navy.

Jaxuvarxy 15, 1909.

Mr. FINLEY. I would like to inquire what time has been
consumed on both sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina has
consumed forty minutes’ time and the gentleman from Illinois
twenty-one minutes.

Mr, FOSS. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I do not hesitate, Mr. Chairman, to say
that I yield to no gentleman vpon the floor of this House a
greater desire to preserve the peace of our country than I en-
tertain myself. I was glad to hear the distinguished gentleman
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from Towa [Mr. HepBURN] express the views that he did in re-
gard to his desire to preserve peace.

He knows, as I do, the horrors of war, for we have both ex-
perienced it in all its terrors, and he is anxious, as I am, to pre-
serve peace. Yet I believe, Mr. Chairman, in the wise and patri-
otic policy “That in the time of peace we should prepare for
war.” Not a war of oppression, but for defense. I am an advo-
cate of the two battle ships recommended by the Naval Com-
mittea, and shall vote against the amendment of the gentleman
from South Carolina to strike these battle ships from the bill. I
find ample justification for thus voting in one interest relating
to the increase of cotton consumption in the South. Born and
reared in the South, loving all of its traditions, as I do, I am
eager to aid to develop the wealth and power that the Sounth
holds in its unguestioned monopoly in the great staple—cotton,
It is more to the interest of the South to-day and the advance-
ment and welfare of our cotton interests than any other section
of the Union, that we should be prepared to defend the conten-
tion that we are making to-day for supremacy in trade when our
rights or interests are denied or imperiled by anyone.

Who can forget that it was but a few short months since
that Japan, with the passive consent of Russia, was preparing
to violate one of the most important provisions of the Ports-
mouth treaty by disregarding the sovereignty of China in Man-
churia? Japan sought by the right acquired to build railroads
to usurp the authority of China, which meant the “closing of
the open door of trade.” Who stopped it? It was the protest
of Great Britain, with the aid and cooperation of the Govern-
ment of the United States. Why was it stopped? It was be-
cause Japan was threatening “ the open door,” which the South
depends on to enlarge her cotton-cloth trade with China, Japan,
and Manchuria. We depend on this China trade because our
southern mills manufacture the coarse grade of cotton cloth.
Have we forgotten that in the Boxer troubles in China the
cotton mills of Georgia and Alabama and other Southern
States were to a great extent injured by this disturbance in
the decreased product of their mills? Then I say that it is
more important, in my judgment—if I am allowed to use that
argument in behalf of the advancement of the interests of the
South in its great expectations of the cotton trade—to stand by
a condition that keeps us prepared to assert our authority when
our rights are invaded. I am earnestly for peace.

I do mot, Mr. Chairman, advocate this measure to-day in
order to put my country even with Great Britain in the number
of battle ships, or with Germany or with France or with any
other of the great powers of the world, but I advocate it simply
on the common-sense grounds that we ought to be prepared,
not by any means to be aggressive, but to assert our authority
and protect our rights. I am not an alarmist. I see no reason
to believe that we are likely to have war with Japan. I am
one of that class who believes that Japan is in no manner pre-
pared or willing to go to war with us. In fact, Mr. Chairman,
I do not see any war cloud above our horizon. I have an
abiding faith in the diplomatic wisdom of our country to avoid
war and preserve peace with all the powers of the world. But
when I see, Mr. Chairman, the great struggle that we are
participating in—that we must take part in—with the great
powers of the world for the supremacy of trade and commerce,
I realize, as a practical proposition, friction and strife of a
most serious character may arise at any time. If we are pre-
pared and ready to assert and defend our rights, the friction
and trouble over commercial interests are not so likely to arise.
Being ready is a wholesome preventive of war and the strongest
maintenance of peace. It is, Mr. Chairman, in the interests of
the honor and manhood of our Republic that I am an advocate
of a sufficient navy. We all admit that if we ever have war
with any nation it will occur on the * high seas.”

I am, Mr. Chairman, opposed to what gentlemen denounce
as “governmental extravagance,” and would vote to curtail
expenses when I can consistently with the welfare of our coun-
try. I do think it a wise policy to build and keep up a good
navy.

[The, time of Mr. RicHARDSON having expired, he asked unani-
mous consent for three minutes more.]

The CHATRMAN. The Chair does not control the time.

Mr. BUTLER. I will be glad to yield to the gentleman the
three minutes which have been promised me. He will advocate
this proposition more eloquently than I could.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for three
minutes more.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia. I say, Mr. Chairman, it is not a spirit of rivalry to equal
other nations on my part that actuates me to contend for these
battle ships. I care not how many Great Britain has. Strike

out the two battle ships, and what condition do you leave us

in? Are we thus to abandon the wise policy of gradually en-
larging and improving our navy? I have been taught, sir, by a
great Alabamian, who was Secretary of the Navy, and who took
an immense pride in laying the foundation of an improved
navy, that such a policy was wise and patriotic,

Since I have been a Member of Congress I have advocated
the improvement of our navy by a fixed policy of authorizing
annually the construction of a certain reasonable number of
battle ships until we could fairly say that we were, as a Re-
publie, prepared for any contingency. I did not consider these
views chimerical, and I do not now. I know I differ with many
of my Democratic colleagues on this side. I am not the vietim
of “ frenzy, hysteria, or mania.” I say, Mr, Chairman, that we
ought to look at it practically, not influenced by what the Presi-
dent of the United States may have said or done, but look at it
from a common-sense business view, in the interests of our
country. [Applause.]

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. HArrISON].

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Chairman, I hope this committee will
vote for two battle ships. I listened to the argument made last
year by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burtox] and this year
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BartHOLDT], and I can
agree with them only in so far as they believe that no war is im-
minent. I believe that no war threatens the United States to-
day ; but when the gentleman from Missouri proceeds to maintain
that the defense of this country rests on what he is pleased to
call “ the enlightened sentiment of the world” I would tell him
that when the time of need comes the defense of the United
States rests upon the battle ships and upon the strong right
arm of the American people. [Applause.]

The gentleman says that he attended the last congress at The
Hague. Well, so did I; and I want to ask the gentleman
whether, in pursuance of his belief that the enlightened con-
science of the world is sufficient to maintain the rights of a non-
military nation; he recalls that the delegates of the * Hermit
Kingdom ” knocked at the door of that conference, demanding
in the name of peace that the delegates should secure to them
their threatened independence, which they had held for more
than a thousand years, and I will ask the gentleman whether
he did not see the doors of that conference shut in their faces?

I will ask the gentleman from Ohio the further question,
whether, in pursuance of his stated faith that the peace of the
world rests upon the enlightened conscience of mankind, he
can not recall that a few years ago the greatest military im-
perial power of modern times engulfed the independent nation
of the Boers in the pursuit of territorial aggrandizement?

Mr. Chairman, in the three minutes allotted to me I have not
time to go into this question very deeply, but I advocate the
building of these two battle ships as a measure of insurance,
because I believe that this is the best way to insure peace; and
if war ever does come, I want fo bé able to feel in my own
heart, and I want to be able to tell my family, that while there
was time I did my share in maintaining the national defense.
[Applause.]

Mr. FINLEY. Mr. Chairman, this side has consumed more
time than the other. We only have two additional speeches,
and I would like to have gentlemen use some time on that side.

Mr. FOSS. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
gylvania [Mr. BATES].

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I trust the amendment offered
striking out the battle ships from the naval programme this year
will be voted down. I believe in standing by the President of
the United States and the General Naval Board, of which Ad-
miral Dewey is chairman; also the recommendation of the
Secretary of the Navy and the unanimous recommendation of
the House Committee on Naval Affairs. They all ask us to vote
for at least two new ships. I believe it is the duty of this Amer-
ican Congress to continue the navy of this country in its present
state of efficiency, and if I make no other point in the few
moments allotted to me, I desire to say, Mr. Chairman, that a
vote for this amendment to strike the battle ships out of the
naval programme is a vote in favor of going backward, and in
favor of actually losing ground. I do not believe that the Amer-
ican people who send us here desire that the navy shall retro-
grade and fall below the present state of efficiency in which we
have placed it in the last ten years. We will go back on our
splendid record of the last decade if we vote for this amend-
ment striking the two battle ships out of the naval programme.

In 1892, 1893, and 1894 authorization was made for the
building of certain ships of war. They were the Indiana, the
AMassachusetts, the Oregon, the Brooklyn, the Iowa, and the
Minnesota. Within a few years more these ships were equipped
and delivered, and within two or three years more events ocenrred
in this nation which made those names household words.




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

1311

When these ships were authorized, when their keels were laid,
when they were delivered to the country there was no more
thought and no more danger of war than there is this minute,
and it is not with the idea of the danger of war that the Naval
Committee brings in the report authorizing the building of two
battle ships this year. It is to be in consonance, in harmony
with the naval programme which we have followed for the last
ten years, These battle ships and cruisers, whose names I have
called, are to-day obsolete and practically relegated to the ships
of the second class. Not to build and not to authorize the build-
ing of two or three or four battle ships each year is a vote of
retrogression, because the life of an ordinary cruiser or battle
ship is only fifteen or eighteen years,

The gentleman from Texas and the gentleman from Missouri
talk of peace. I am a member of that same Interparliamentary
Peace Conference that has met from year to year and to which
they refer.

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BATES. Certainly.

Mr. MADDEN. Is it understood that ships authorized as
i-er:e;:tly as 1892, and perhaps built a little later, are now worth-
ess

Mr. BATES. They are practically obsolete to-day.

Mr. MADDEN. What foundation has the gentleman for
making such a statement?

Mr. BATES. Just the fact; and if the gentleman desires to
look it up, he can do so. It is the statement of the Secretaries
of the Navy for the past ten years. I am as much in favor of
peace as the gentlemen who cry peace on this floor, but I want
to ask those apostles of peace——

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FOSS. I yield two minutes more to the gentleman.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, what nation prevails most in
crying peace, the efficient nation prepared for war or the weak,
pusillanimous nation without any navy or army or any strength
whatever before the nations of the world? Who was it who
made immortal the words “Let us have peace?’ Was it a
weak, pusillanimous general who was loafing about Washington
displaying his epaulets? No; it was a man who was the great-
est commander this earth has ever seen, who had been a thun-
derbolt in war and who had led his legions victorious in every
battle, and when he said, ““Let us have peace,” those words
struck home and rang all around the world; and so with this
Nation, if she is strong, if she is efficient, if she commands the
best navy on the globe, when she utters the words, “Let us
have peace,” those words will prevail in every portion of the
globe. [Applause.]

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr. BATES. Yes.

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Who is the more worthy citizen, the
man w_l'lth the revolver in his pocket or the other who goes un-
armed

Mr. BATES. ILet me say to the gentleman from Missourl
that we always equip our policemen with weapons to be used
in case of necessity, and such officers are always most efficient
in compelling and maintaining peace. Not that they often use
them, but the knowledge that they have arms makes their pres-
ence a sign of peace and tranquillity, never a sign of disturb-

ance.

Mr. BARTHOLDT. DBut I am talking about citizens.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr, FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. HucHES].

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I rise at this
time for the purpose of stating my position in regard to this
amendment, and my position with regard to the proposition to
authorize two battle ships this year. I would be as willing as
any man to curtail the naval expenditures if this Nation of ours
was in the position it was some years ago, and which the
fathers of the Nation fondly hoped and advised it would con-
tinue to be, but, in my judgment, the two battle ships carried in
this appropriation bill are the natural corollary of the action of
this Government in taking possession of the Philippine Islands.
I believe that we made a gigantic mistake when we carried the
frontiers of our country thousands of miles into the ocean. I
am in favor now of getting rid of the Philippine Islands.

I am not in favor exactly of the policy which has been de-
nominated by the term * seuttling,” because I do not believe
that method would be eXectual. I do not think you could bore
a hole in the Philippine Islands and cause them to sink into the
gea, because I believe that if it was possible to do that it would
have been done long ago. I believe that we must leave to the
party which gave us this incubus, which hung this millstone
around our necks, and which makes it necessary for us to con-

stantly appropriate great sums of money, the task of getting
us out of the Philippine Islands with honor, even though it be
at a great cost in blood and treasure. I can see that, having
possession of the Philippine Islands, we are open to possible
humiliation. Any nation wishing to engage in war with us, in
my judgment, would naturally attack the Philippine Islands.
They would obtain a footing there and they would intrench
themselves and then we would be called upon to ship soldiers
and to send our fleet to regain that which was of little or no
advantage to us, but which became immensely important before
we could ask our people to let us enter upon negotiations for
a treaty of peace. He would be a brave man, indeed, who would
urge negotiation of a treaty with the Philippine Islands in the
possession of some power that had gone to war with us. So I
believe that so long as we retain the Philippine Islands we must
depend uwpon the navy to protect the national honor there and
to prevent us from humiliation in that gquarter. Conseqguently
it is with confidence that I can go before my people to justify
my act in voting for these two ships. [Applause.]

[Mr. BURTON of Ohio addressed the committee. See Ap-
pendix.] )

Mr, FOSS, Mr. Chairman, I yield ten minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Cockrax].

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr, Chairman, with almost everything
which the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burton] has said by way
of argument I am in hearty accord. For the oratorical em-
bellishments of his speech I have unstinted admiration. From
the conclusion he has reached my dissent is radical and pro-
found. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. TAwWXEY] and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. anro@ both seem to labor under
the impression that it rests with” this country to decide for
itself whether there be a mecessity for increasing its armament.

‘In this I think both are radically mistaken, and from that

fundamental, original misconception they have reached a con-
clusion which, I submit to this body, it would be very dangerous
for us to adopt.

Mr., Chairman, I am far from concurring with the state-
ment of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Heppurx] that every
generation must necessarily have its war. I believe that there
is a prospect, and a steadily improving prospect, of peace
throughout the world. I believe that as we have seen such
progress during the last century that to-day men are moving
about the highways in civilized communities without swords at
their sides or arms in their hands, so we may hope to see the
nations realize before the close of this century that war and
preparations for war are a useless and senseless waste of
treasure and of energy. But even in the most highly civilized
communities in this civilization of ours we are still compelled to
maintain jails and scaffolds, criminal courts and peace officers
to restrain some men from invading the rights of others. And
the nations have not yet reached the point, I am sorry to say,
where they can find it safe to put away their arms or disband
their armies and trust for the maintenance of peace to the
merit of their policy or the excellence of their intentions.

Mr. Chairman, while I believe it would be unsafe to hold that
war is an impossible contingency I am happy to say the tendency
of events everywhere is toward conditions which make for peace
throughout the world. The circle of regard for justice, among
nations as among individuals, is widening every day. With
the gentleman from Ohio I do not believe there is a possibility
that war can ever be made upon this countiry through the de-
liberately aggressive act of any foreign government. I am sure
this Government will never undertake to make war on any
other country. If war is to come, it will be not through the
policy or disposition of this Government or any other to make
it, but in spite of all that every government can do to avert it.
I do not believe there is the slightest possibility of war be-
tween this and any Christian country. And I hold this belief,
not because of the common civilization that all Christian na-
tions maintain, but by reason of necessities that bind them all
to this country in a common interest of vital importance.

Were we at war to-morrow with any BEuropean power, and
if that power succeeded in closing our ports, to say nothing of
menacing the security of our cities, the stream of food supplies
essential to the very existence of every other country, would be
dammed up, and every neutral power would find itself forced
by imperious necessity to interfere for the purpose of liberating
that stream of supplies, of which this bountiful soil of ours is
an exhaustless fountain when cultivated by the matchless pro-
ductive energies of our people. And so, Mr, Chairman, I dis-
miss utterly and completely the possibility of attack on our
Atlantic coast line from any source. But on the Pacific I
discern a danger, and a serious one, which we can not afford
to disregard. The gentleman from Ohio has himself described
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. conditions that establish beyond all question the existence of a
peril against which, it seems to me, we are bound to take pre-
cautions in the discharge of our plain duty, not alone toward our
own country, but te the civilization of which this country is the
depository and the trustee.

The gentleman says there has been a remarkable growth of
racial repulsion during the last few years. I do not admit there
has been a growth of racial repulsion, because I believe it is im-
possible for that repulsion either to grow or diminish. It is in-
herent, irrepressible, unconguerable in all men—sometimes
smoldering when races are far apart, leaping into life and
activity instantaneously and instinctively the moment they come
in contact. Never yet have two races dwelt together peaceably
in actual contact, except where one has consented to admit
guperiority of the other. [Applause.] To this faect all history
bears unbroken testimony. Gentlemen on this side of the
Chamber, you have had demonstrated by experience—ample, re-
cent, and bitter—the truth of this proposition in the South.
Within a few years an attempt was made by constitutional pro-
vision to establish two races on conditions politically equal in
your own States. What was the result? One race immediately
asserted its superiority over the other. No power could prevent
that assertion or withstand its success. Ivery resource this
great Government could exercise was invoked, and all of them
proved unable to establish equality between these two races.
Your state governments were in the possession of the race which
you consider inferior.

The National Government, with its army, its Congress, by
overwhelming votes of both Houses, exhausted all the powers of
civilized society in an effort to maintain the inferior race in
possession of the govern ts they had seized, and all the
efforts of both gcwernmeggl.J state and national, failed abso-
lutely. [Applause.] While the attempts to maintain equality
continued, nothing but confusion and disturbance resulted. [Re-
newed applause.] The two races to-day dwell together in peace
with each other, and there is every prospect of peace through-
out the future, because the condition of contact between them
now is that one race, in act if not in word, acknowledges
inferiority.

But there are on the Pacific coast to-day two distinct races,
one of which will not acknowledge inferiority, and the other
will not acknowledge equality., One has held the soil for many
years. The other has but recently appeared on it. This last
race has grown greatly during the last few years, not only in
numbers, but in possessions. Everybody concedes that if this
growth should continue nothing can prevent our fellow-citizens
on the Pacific coast from taking measures to exclude all mem-
bers of this alien race. Whether this determination be com-
mendable or otherwise is not worth discussing. It is inex-
orable. The President of the United States is now mnego-
tiating to secure their exclusion by voluntary cooperation of
the Japanese Government. Whether his efforts will prevail
or not we do not know. There is, however, one fact of great sig-
nificance which we can not escape. The Japanese Government
will not consent to a treaty providing for exclusion. If there-
fore the measures taken by their own Government to prevent
Japanese coolies from coming here should not prove effective,
then nothing will be left but passage by Congress of an exclusion
act. Such an act would be demanded by a public sentiment so
overwhelming that it could not be resented. Everyone knows that
passage by the country of an exclusion law would be considered
an act of unfriendliness by the Japanese Government. Diplomatic
relations with us would very likely, almost certainly, be broken
off. Will any gentleman here guestion that fact? Gentlemen
know what followed in another part of the world when that
same Government broke off diplomatic relations with a great
European power. But, Mr. Chairman, even under such condi-
tions, I do not believe the Japanese Government would make
war upon us.

So far as that Government is concerned I believe it would con-
fine its manifestation of resentment or displeasure to a mere
suspension of diplomatic intercourse.

1f war should come, I repeat, it will come not through the de-
gire of either Government to make it but in spite of everything
both Governments can do to prevent if.

And I can conceive circumstances under which both Govern-
ments would be powerless to avert war. Suppose that racial
antipathy, which is unconguerable, should, under the stress
of scine sudden excitement, take the form in California which
it actually took in New Orleans a few years ago. Suppose that
for some reason or other there was an outburst of racial hos-
tility, in the course of which a number of Japanese were lynched
on the Pacific coast. Do you think the Japanese in Tokyo or
Nagaeaki would allow it to pass without reprisal? If you
do, you have never visited that country. Their pride of race

is even more intense than ours. We have other passionate
attachments besides our patriotic impulses.

With us love of family, love of children, love of parents, love
of friends are strong as love of country. The Japanese appear
to have but one absorbing passion, and that is love of country;
one universal impulse, and that is pride of race. Let that be
outraged and reprisals would follow inevitably as night the
day. What form would they take? That question is not diffi-
cult to answer. In this country if any Japanese were lynched
they would be laborers. There are no American laborers that
could be lynched in Japan. In that country there are American
merchants, American missionaries, American tourists, American
officials. Picture to yourselves a contingency that is entirely
possible—conceive not a condition which is unprecedented or
wildly imprebable, but the recurrence of a condition which has
already happened. Suppose that, as a number of Italians were
Iynched in New Orleans some years ago, a number of Japanese
should be similarly done to death in California or Oregon, and
that the lynching of these Japanese laborers were followed by
lynching of Americans belonging to a superior class in Tokyo.
Do you believe it would be possible to prevent an ebullition of
feeling in this country that would hurry us irresistibly into hos-
tilities? Would you gentleinen who propose to vote against this
measure of precaution now, if an American consul were lynched
in Tokyo, or a number of American missionaries were massacred
in some other part of Japan—even under the provocation of
prior lynchings by Americans—would you come in here to
counsel peace and submission? It would be excellent counscl,
but it would fall upon deaf ears.

There is but one way to make peace secure against resent-
ments provoked by acts of violence perpetrated in either country
on citizens of the other, and that is by making the force at the
disposal of one so decisively preponderant that the hopelessness
of attacking it or its citizens will be obvious and unmistakable.

I would not be understood as defending, excusing, or palliat-
ing acts of violence by citizens of this country or any other. I
am merely describing conditions which I believe to be actual,
and urging measures to avert dangers which I believe to be
serious and portentous.

Now, sir, I know it is suggested that even if these two battle
ships are voted, they can not be constructed in time to meet an
immediate emergency. But, sir, the necessity for building them
remains. One difficulty with this peril is that it is continuous.
Our precautions must therefore be continuous. This peril can
not be averted by negotiations begun or terminated in a year.
It will last until all, practically, members of that race whose
advent has provoked it shall have disappeared from our shores,
and there is no prospect of their speedy disappearance. Even
the negotiations undertaken by the President aim at gradual,
not at immediate, exelusion. [Applause.]

[Here the hammer fell.]

Mr. FINLEY, Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the gentle-
man from Illinois how many more speakers he has on his side?

Mr. FOSS. I think only one more.

Mr., FINLEY. Mr, Chairman, I have listened with a great
deal of interest to the remarks of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CockraN], and I feel compelled to say in reply that
he is extravagant in suppositions. Ieace and war in this day
are not made as they were generations and centuries ago. To-
day they are made in the counting houses of New York, London,
Berlin, and Paris. What informed man in this country does
not know that the peace of Portsmouth would not have been
made had Japan been able to procure the sinews of war? It
is a fact that she was compelled to accede to peace with Itussia
because she had exhausted her resources.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I yield to no man, I hope, in patriotism
and love of country. I do not speak as a southern man at all.
I speak as an American citizen. And no one will go further
than I to uphold the honor and the glory of this country; but
I do not believe that it is necessary at this time to authorize
the building of two additional battle ships, at a cost of $25.-
000,000. And why? To-day we have six battle ships building.

I may say, not in a spirit of unfriendly criticism, that it takes
entirely too long to build a battle ship in this country—nearly
or quite three and one-half years. In other countries one-half
of this time is sufficient. Take the strength of the United States
Navy to-day, and, practically speaking, it is second to the naval
strength of England. Another consideration, Mr. Chairman: In
ten years a battle ship is obsolete and out of date. The battle
ship Oregon of ten years ago is to-day practically worthless as
an engine of destruction. Yes, the building of battle ships by
this country more than we have is unnecessary. Battle ships
are for aggression. I believe that the provisions in this bill for
torpedo boats, torpedo-boat destroyers, and so on, engines for
defense, should be the policy for us to pursue at this time, It
has been gaid that we must prepare for war.
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What nation would send its fleet to the coast of America?
Would they not be met at the entrance of every harbor in this
country by submarine and torpedo boats, and would not their
ghips be destroyed? And if worst came to worst, we would send
for the Wright brothers to come home. The time has come when
navigation of the air is in order.

I believe that voting out the provision in this bill for the con-
struction of two more battle ships by the United States Govern-
ment will make for the peace so much sought after by The
Hague peace conference. When that conference meets again, it
will not be met with the universal ery, truthfully made before,
that while the nations of the world are crying peace they are
preparing for war, each and every one of them all that it is able.

So, Mr. Chairman, the construction of two battle ghips not be-
ing necessary now on the ground of public policy or necessity,
I have offered the amendment in good faith; and I will say that
in the ten years I have been in Congress I have believed in sub-
marines and torpedo boats and engines of defense, and this
country is equipped to-day. I do not believe that any enemy
could come here, or if they did come, wounld remain very long
with a flag hostile to us floating over them. [Applause.] In
extending my remarks I will insert the following:

The following statement of reasons why our navy should not be en-
larged is issued with the indorsement of a large body of the leading men
of the country, including Charles Francis Adams, Jane Addams, Sam-
uel Bowles, John Graham Brooks, Andrew Carnegie, James Duncan,
President Faunce, of Brown University, A. B. Farquhar, Edwin Ginn,
Washington Gladden, Edward Everett Hale, Willlam D. Howells, Ches-
ter Holcombe, Prof. Willlam James, Reyv. Charles H. Jefferson, Presi-
dent Jordan, of Leland Stanford University, Bishop Willlam N. Me-
Vickar, Marcus Marks, N. 0. Nelson, Gen. Willlam J. Palmer, Rev.
Charles H. Parkhurst, George Foster Peabody, Bliss Perry, Dean Henry
Wade Rogers, of the Yale Law School, Prof. Willlam G. Suomner, Lin-
coln Steffens, Ida M. Tarbell, President Thwing, of Western Reserve
University, President Thompson of the State University of Ohlo,
Booker T. Washington, Rabbi Stephen 8. Wise, President Mary E.
Woolley, of Mount Hu?oke College, and others :

1. Because we have fought foreign foes, English, Spanish, and Mexi-
can, only six years in the one hundred and twenty-five years since the
Revolution. In every forelgn war we made the first attack.’ With less
danger from attack than any other nation, we are now sgend!ng more
{gr pasth}mr and preparation for future war than any other nation In

e world.

2. Because our extent of coast line has little relation to danger from
attack. The Second Hague Conference has dprovlded for immunity
from bombardment of all unfortified towns and from levying contribu-
tions by threat of bombardment. * * *

4. Because the Hague conference also provided for arbitration of
disputes over contractual debts, thereby removing excuse for our keep-
ing a navy to prevent forecible collection of such debts of Sounth Amer-
ica to Europe.

4, Because a navy is less needed than ever to protect South America,
as it is now perfectly capable of a defensive alliance among its na-
tions to repel any wanton attack from outside. Reasons which made
the Monroe doctrine necessary when there was a * Hn]g Alliance ™ and
the weak Bouth American republics were unconnected by telegraphs-or
railroads have no application when modern eommunications, soon to
include the Panama (anal, and enormously increased population, wealth,
and mutual friendship make them now far from eager to continue our
overlordship. With the price of a few to?edo boats we might secure
by education and diplomacy a federation of South American States.

5. Because there is no danger from China, a peace-loving nation
friendly to us. Our return of the indemnity has done more to pro-
mote peace with her than anything else could do. According to the
testimony of Ambassador Luke Wright, of Hon. John W. Foster, of
Secretary Taft, and of over 100 missionaries to Japan, familiar with
her language, customs, and politics, there is not the slightest founda-
tion for the violent and frothy talk which is emanating from a few
Americans against Japan and is poisoning the minds of milllons of
our uninformpd citizens. Said Amgassadqr Wright: “The talk of war
between this country and Japan isn’t even respectable nonsense.” The
100 missionaries say: * We desire to place "on record our profound
appreclation of the kind treatment which we experience at the hands
of both Government and people. Our bellef is that the alleged bel-
ligerent attitude of the Japanese does not represent the real senti-
ments of the people. We wish to. bear testimony to the sobriety,
sense of International justice, and freedom from aggressive designs ex-
hibited by the great majority of the Japanese people.” Nothing counld
do more to develop the opposite feeling than the baseless assumption
and insulting statements published by certain irresponsible newspapers
and military men.

6. Because of an excessive, unhealthy reliance on force In our coun-
try in recent years, which calls attention away from the real foes at
home to supposititious foreign enemiles. Its spirit fills the newspapers
with reckless, unfounded suspicions and accusations, distorting his-
toric statements, promotes constant talk about war and preparation
for war, of maneuvers, promotions, and technical details, and makes us
blind to the real sources of our greatest loss of life and property.

7. Because our three foreign wars since 1781, which lasted only six
years, cost in life, all told, in battle, nothing comparable with our
reckless slaughter by accidents every tye:u- in time of peace. The
$£60,000,000 increase of the navy asked for last year, if spent in fight-
ing disease, ignorance, waste, and wickedness at home, probably could
save as much life and property as all our foreign and eclvil wars have
cost. In flve years we have lost alone by fire, largely preventable,
$1,200,000,000. In four years we have killed, by accident, largely
preventable, 80,000 more than were killed on both sides in the four
years of civil war.

Because we are already spending over 65 per cent of the Nation's
revenue in payment for past war and in preparation for future war
and have but one-third of our national revenue left for fndlcial and
executive departments, coast guard, light-houses, guarantine, custom-
houses, post-offices, census, waterways, forestry, consular and diplo-
matie service, and all other constructive work.

XLIITI—83

0. Because we have increased our expenditure for defense 200 times
during a period when our population has increased only 22 times, our
coast line perhaps 3 times, and our danger from attack not at all

10. Because we are protected by nature as is mo other country and
have not the excuse for a great navy which England has nor for a
strong army which Germany has. Our wealth is as great a protection
as our geographical position. We supply our own necessities and are
not dependent, as many natlons are. General Sheridan said that no
nation on the continent of Europe had sufficient sh[rps to spare to bring
overlfnou,gh goldlers to carry on one campaign so far from its base of
supplies,

EL Because we shall need no navy to protect the Philippines if we
but ask the nations to pledge preservation of their antonomy when we
grant them their independence. No nation ecould refuse or would dare
wantonly break such a pledge made to the world. The neuiraliza-
tion, in this manner, of eéxposed places is one of the most sueccessful
methods of preventing war which we can further use. The pledge
between the United Sgtatea and Great Britain to remove battle ships
and forts from our Canadian border has, since 1817, secured peace at
no expense on over 3,000 miles of frontier. Without this pledge we
should probably have had war. So long as this line is unguarded we
ghall never fight Great Britain.

12, Because all the great nations, in one place or another, are secur-
ing safety from territorial aggrandizement by pledging terrl*orial in-
violability, All the nations on the Baltic and North seas signed
treaties in April, 1908, to respect each other's territory on those waters,
Turbulent Central America has secured peace by similar methods., It
is the method of the future.

13. Because, in spite of our strategic position and the fact that
Europe largely depends on us for food, we are spending for defense
more than France and onl{ $36,000,000 less than Germary and only
$66,000,000 less than Great Britain, which has possessions to protect
around the globe and is unable to feed herself except by imports.

. Because labor put Into the construction of armaments could be
better employed to increase our insufficient railroad capacity, and as
many men could be employed in making ralls and engines, of which
we have too few to lt!lmrve our crops, as in making armor plate and in-
struments of destruction.

15. Because the recent arbitration treaties signed with Great Britain,
France, Norway, E)Iw.in, Portugal, Switzerland, Japan, and Germany
minimize the possibility of war with those countries, and we have no
fear of any others. o

16. Because, as was unanimously agreed at the arbitration confer-
ence In 1904, in Washington, attended by a great body of our most
eminent public men, there is no question of * honor" or “ vital inter-
est” which ean not be arbitrated, except, of course, that of autonomy,
which can be secured by International pledge, and in our case Is be-
yond menace. Some of the smaller nations have already agreed to
arbitrate every gquestion. There I8 no excuse for increased armaments
until we have at least tried to get the ‘great powers to pledge them-
gelves to arbitrate every question with us.

17. Because we can secure far greater safety l:iy expending on a

ace budget a small amount every year—say one dollar out of every
Eousand voted for armaments. * * * This method was recom-
mended by the Interparliamentary Unlon and is worth more even than
the ounce of prevention, which is worth a pound of cure. Courtesy
and good will are more ]poweri'ul than explosives in preventing war.

18. Because a national * * * arrogance is growing in our coun-
try ; and bumptious talk about our being ‘‘ master of the Pacific,” though
there are ten other nations bordering on it, is leading a part of our press
and people to insult and irritate other people with the sense of impunity
in our impudence which a huge navy lends. We, as well as other nations,
have found easy euphemisms to ease our consciences when usin;lz our
military power to further our own ends. We shall be far less likely
to be hotheaded and rash and to rush into needless war if we do not
increase our navy. It is nalve conceit to say that we are so peaceful
and just that we can never be tempted to wage a needless war, * * *
Sald” Secretary of State Sherman concerning the Spanish war: *“ We
could have adjusted our difficulties without the loss of blood and treas-
ure.” Baid Congressman Boutelle: * President McKinley, if Congress
had left the matter to him, would have secured everything we wanted
in Cuba without the sacrifice of one drop of American or Spanish blood.”

19. Because our navy is already so large as to incite other nations
to increase theirs. Our naval increase was quoted last vear in the
French Assembly as an argument for a French increase. This senseless
rivalry is driving certain would-be customers of ours toward bank-
ruptcey.

20. Because increase of our navy does not increase respect of for-
elgners for us. Respect can be given only to moral qualities. Our in-
difference to lawlessness and our civie corruption are well known
abroad. We have no more moral influence than we had thirty years
ago, when every monarchy in Europe was being sap}:ved by our democ-
racy. Plutoeracy and militarism make us talked of and dreaded, but
not respected. Many, perhaps, are glad that we are being hampered in
our race for commercial supremacy by saddling ourselves with the Old
World's military brdens.

21. Because our dignity no more depends on battle ships than upon
light-houses or fire engines. _We should feel pride if we are safe enough
to dispense with a few. A European city built of stone rejoices that it
does not need our costly fire apparatus. A large navy is a confession
of conscions weakness or timidity.

22, Because increase of the navy 15 an implication that new danzers
are in sight and old friends are to be suspecied. It arouses rivalry and
irritation with other nations. The two nations to-day who are the most
armed are in the most danger of ﬁghtln% Just as Germany’'s and
England’'s increase of naval power mutually irritates each other, so
Japan's military skill has stirred the emulation of our jingoes, masking
themselves under the concelted plen that we are par excellence the
peaceful people of the world and can do no wrong with our navy.

23. Because “a decent respect for the opinion of mankind™ ought
to be more and more the controlling motive of nations as of individuals.
A navy is but a small element in our defense even from foreign foes,
to say nothing of defense from our far greater domestic dangers to life
and property. We have been secure from attack with our fleet at the
antipodes.

24. Because the demand for it comes chiefly from those who ignore
the new substitutes for war and whose military training fits them
only to kill enemies, but not to prevent friends becoming enemies. They
understand explosives, but not human nature or &)o]ltlcs or diplomacy
or the methods which have produced the astounding bloodless revoln-
tion in Turkey; or the demand comes from the class which supplies Im-
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plements of war and surrePtmuusly keeps up war scares which the
gullible voters make profitable to them.

25. Because declaration of nonintercourse embodied im treatfes is a
feasible and far more powerful force. We would Dbetter spend our
energy In studying this new agent, advocated by Justice Brewer, of the
Supreme Court, and other able men, now made possible by modern con-
ditlons of communication and politics. If one tithe of the $60,000,000
asked for were spent on an educational enm%nlf'n for a pl of mon-
intercourse from England, France, and the United States against any
nation which attacked one of them and refused to arbitrate, it would
do more to keep the world’s peace than all thelr navies. Were two of
these strong nations previously to make public their signed agreements
to withdraw diplomats and stop commerce upon wanton attack on the
third power, no nation would ever attack the third. The declaration
wonld suffice. This is a totally different thing from the old-fashioned
embargo declared by one nation on another war . Even the
unorganized Chinese boycotts, not backed by the Chinese Government,
mude us remove injustices and more recently coerced Japan. If in
fifteen years 400,000,000 organized Chinese to buy gods if they
mkllllbs‘treated, the greatest navies will avail nothing get their
marke

26. Because new Inventions in all fpl'l'.-be.bllli:y will make exlsﬂug
armaments useless before J aPa.n. even if she wanted to attack us, coul
recuperate from her financial drain sufficiently to do so. Airships may
make battle ships useless.

27. use an Increase of the navy es infldelity to the great
achievements of The Hague conventions. It is childishly inconsistent
to create more force when better methods are being substituted for it.

24, Because every enlargement of the navy ws men from con-
structive work. It keeps them always on the outlook for the trouble
which alone could give then the sense of belnidof real service and im-
portance and getting promotions and honors. vocates of large navies
are notably skepti about other methods than force for pmmoting
peace and draw the attention of the public away from the quiet an
effective to the old-fashioned methods which tickle eye and ear with
nn!;g and spectacular effects.

. Because by lowering excessive tariffs and thus pmmutlnf com-
mereial fraternity we could do more for peace than through intimidation
by armaments.

30. Because we have not the faintest ground to .suspect there will
ever be a war again with England so lums as our northern frontier is
free from her fortifications; nor with Spain, whose interests hereafter
can not cross ours; nor with any of the other nations with whom we
have always been at peace and who could fight us only at a range of
thousands of miles from their base of supplies. We are especially se-
cure, as Europe is dependent on us for a large share of her food supply,
and the Orient has eveqmmg to lose and nothing to gain by attacking
us. The “yellow peril” is a psychological obsession of a few scare-
mongers * * * that would excuse their cry for an increased navy.

Jaxvary 15, 1909.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

My, FOSS, Mr. Chairman, the question before the House is
this: The gentleman moves to strike out the authorization of
two battle ships recommended by the committee to this House,
and if this is stricken out there will be no battle ships author-
ized this year. I wish to say to this committee that the Naval
Commititee in its recommendation was not moved by any war
scare, It did not believe that we would have war with any
country, but it has recommended two battle ships instead of
four battle ships, as recommended by the general board and the
Secretary of the Navy, and ‘also the President of the United
States, in consgideration of the fact that we believe that the

people of this country were in favor of maintaining our navy |

on an efficient basis; and in order to keep our navy up to the
standard of efficiency such as we have to-day it would be neces-
sary for us fo authorize two ships.

Another thing, the programme which was presented to the
Naval Committee by the Secretary of the Navy would have cost
in the neighberhood of $70,000,000, but this programme recom-
mended by the Naval Committee will cost only about $27,000,000,
less than one-half. From these facts you will see that our
committee, in its recommendation, has been reasonably fair and
sensible, and not moved by any of the mysterious sentiment
floating about that we are on the verge of war.

I sympathize with a great deal that the gentleman fromr Ohio
[Mr. Burron] has said. I would like to see that bright dream
of Tennyson’s realized—

When the war drums shall beat no longer,
And the battle flags shall be furled.

But we have not reached that stage of perfection yet: we
have not reached that stage of perfect liberty yet; we have
not reached that stage of enlightenment wherein the gentleman
of Missouri [AMr. Barrmorpr] has said the greatest defense of
the country will be the enlightenment of mankind. We must
legislate here as we find people are, and not as we hope they
will be some day. We must legislate as nations are and as
nations exist to-day, and not as they may be in the far-off
future,

Mankind has been a groper all the way along the pathway of
human liberty, trying to reach the highest stage of perfection.
But it behooves us, as practical legislators, to-day to view na-
tions and people as we find them, and to legislate on that basis.

Now, we have, as a Nation, great interests which need pro-
tection. We have interests upon this hemisphere; we have not
only the defense of our own coast line, but the defense of the

great eanal which we are building, and we have also the mainte-
nance of the Monroe doctrine to uphold. We have also inferests
upon the other hemisphere which we are bound, as a Nation, to
protect and defend. We hold the Philippine Islands, and yet it
was only a few years ago when the distinguished Admiral of
our Navy, appearing before the Naval Committee, said that we
could not hold those islands for six weeks if it were not for
the American Navy.

So I say to you here and now, in view of these facts, if we
have these mighty interests to protect and defend, it behooves
this committee to vote for at least two battle ships in order to
keep and maintain our navy up to the splendid high state of
efficiency which it enjoys to-day, and I trust, therefore, Mr.
Chairman, that the motion of the gentleman from South Car-
olina will be voted down. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time for debate on this paragraph has
expired.
Mr. MACON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-

ment as a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas offers an
amendment by way of a substitute, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend the amendment by substituting:

* One first-class hattle ship, to cost, exclusive of armor and armament,
not exceeding $6,000,000, similar in all essential characteristics to the
battle ships in the aet makigg appropriation for the naval service for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908.

Mr. BURTON of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I suppose, from a par-
liamentary standpeint that amendment is in order, although
there may be some guestion in regard to that. Really the pres-
ent amendment should be voted upon first, and then, if the gen-
tleman desires to present that as a substitute, he can do so. I
trust he will withdraw his amendment. )

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I think the substitute is in order
first.

Mr, MACON. The substitute, ag I understand it, is in order
now. We have been told many times upon this floor that legis-
lation was a matter of compromise——

The CHAIRMAN. Debate is out of order.

Mr. MACON. And this seems to be a compromise between
two battle ships and none.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Finrey] offered an amendment to strike out all of the para-
graph under consideration affer certain words named in the
paragraph. The genfleman from Arkansas [Mr. Macox] offers
an amendment as stated by him by way of substitute, which
amendment, however, is designed to perfect the paragraph in
the bill. Under the well-recognized principles of parliamentary
law a motion to protect the text of the bill is to be voted upon
before the motion to strike out. The question is, therefore, on
the amendment of the gentleman from Arkansas.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion now recurs on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. TAWNEY., Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amendment be
again reported.

There was no objection, and the amendment was again re-
ported by the Clerk,

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Finrey) there were—ayes 80, noes 160.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. BURTON of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read:

The Clerk read as follows:

line 7, strike out * two™ and Insert “oene;" also sub-

On 59,
'Sﬂtnf-ﬁp‘;.s;iﬂp # for * ships; ' also, in line 9, strike out the word ** each.”

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, against that amendment I
make a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania will
state the point of order.

Mr. BUTLER. The point of order is this: That on this
proposition, as near as I can hear the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio, the commiitee has already passed in
voting upon the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Arkansas.

The CHATRMAN. It may be that the amendment is in effect
the same, but the amendment in form is different, and it is not
for the Chair, the Chair thinks, to determine the effect of the
amendment. The question is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio. d

‘Without objection, on the request of Mr. Cockrax, the amend-

| ment was again repeated.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Burton of Ohio) there were—ayes 108, noes 174,
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Mr. BURTON of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. BURTON
of Ohio and Mr. Foss.

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes
108, noes 158.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Five torpedo-hoat destroyers, to have the highest practicable speed,
and to cost, exclusive of armament, not to exceed £800,000 each.

Mr. MACON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 59, strike out all of lines 13, 14, and 15.

Mr. MACON. Mr. Chairman, I have read a great deal about
torpedo-boat destroyers, but I have never yet read or heard of
any useful thing that they have done in connection with any of
the naval contests of the world. I believe that the appropria-
tion for two battle ships at this time will satisfy the demands
of the people for an increase of the navy. I think it will serve
every purpose that could be considered necessary to the per-
fection of an efficient navy. I do not believe that these torpedo-
boat destroyers, five in number, are necessary, and I think it
therefore an unnecessary expenditure of £300,000 at this time,
A few moments ago I offered an amendment providing for the
construction of one battle ship instead of two. I did that as a
matter of compromise, understanding that all legislation had
here is a matter of compromise. I believe that the American
people want something done in the way of an appropriation for
the further construction or extension of the navy each year.
My amendment being voted down, I then voted for the con-
struction of two, as recommended by the committee, feeling that
the American people demand that something be done in behalf
of the increase of the navy. But now that the House has appro-
priated for two large battle ships, I do not deem it wise to fur-
ther prosecufe the matter at this time by appropriating $800,000
for a lot of torpedo-boat destroyers, which, as stated a while
ago, I have failed as yet to hear of ever having accomplished
anything great in naval warfare.

Therefore, I hope the amendment will prevail. Nobody is
afraid of Japan that I know of in this country, Mr. Chairman.
There is no more opportunity for Japan to vanguish the Ameri-
can people, either upon land or upon sea, than there is for an
inferior race in the southern clime of this Nation to overcome
the proud Caucasian race that dominates it now and will for-
ever do so.

Mr, FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I understand the gentleman’s
proposition is to sirike out the five torpedo-boat destroyers
recommended by the committee. I want to state that in the
recommendation made by the General Board, the Secretary of
the Navy, and the President there was recommended ten tor-
pedo-boat destroyers, but the committee have only recom-
mended five in this bill. They are very important eraft and
are used as scouts in attacking a vessel. It is a very serviceable
boat, indeed, and inasmuch as we are asking for a few of
them, a reasonable number, and in view of the fact we are
deficient in these torpedo-boat destroyers, I trust that this
committee will vote down the proposition of the gentleman from
Arkansas.

Mr. MACON. Will the gentleman yield to me for a question?

Mr. FOSS. Yes.

Mr. MACON. Can the gentleman tell me where a torpedo-
boat destroyer has ever taken any effective part in a naval en-
gagement?

Mr. FOSS. Yes; in the Japan-Russian war.

Mr. MACON. Oh, that has been exploded. The newspapers
said a torpedo boat had something to do with that battle, but
afterwards that was exploded in a snbsequent report,

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

The Becretary of the Navy Is hereby authorized, in his discretion,
to contract for or purchase one destroyer whose vitals are located
below the normal load water line, such wvessel to cost not to exceed
£400,000 and to have a speed not less than 22 knots; also two smal
vessels of simllar construction having a speed of not less than 16
knots and to cost not to exceed $22,500 each: Provided, That before
any vessel provided for in this paragraph shall be purcﬁased or con-
tracted for a vessel of similar construction shall have been constructed
complete and of full size for naval warfare and submlitted to the Navy
Department for such trial and tests as the Secretary of the Navy may,
in his discretion, prescribe, and as the result of such tests be demon-
gtrated to have fulfilled all the reasonable requirements of naval war-
fare for such a vessel.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I wish to reserve a point
of order on the paragraph just read. I would like to ascertain

from some member of the committee whether there has been any
recommendation by the naval board for the construction of
destroyers of the type provided for in this section?

Mr. FOSS. No.

Mr. STAFFORD. I fail to find any such recommendation in
my reading of their report, and I did not know whether there
was any outside recommendation.

Mr. FOSS. This was not recommended by the Navy Depart-
ment, but I think they would like very much to have such a boat
built.

Mr. STAFFORD. On what basis does the chairman of the
committee come to such conclusion if they have not recommended
it in their report here and there is no recommendation whatever
to the committee in writing?

Mr. FOSS. The gentleman will notice the language here. It
is that the company build one boat and submit it to certain
tests, and in case it comes up to those tests the Navy Depart-
ment will buy the craft.

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman has not answered the query
propounded to him. Upon whose recommendation has this pro-
posal been included in the bill? He said it is not the recom-
mendation of the Navy Department, nor is it contained in the
recommendations of the naval board. Is it merely an idea of
some outsider, or some member of the committee, or upon whose
request has this action been taken?

Mr. FOSS. There was a member of the committee who was
very desirous that this should go into the bill, T will say to the
gentleman, the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hossox].

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, perhaps I can give the gen-
tleman a little light on the proposition. I think it was a year
ago that the committee gave a hearing to people interested in
the construction of this particular type of torpedo-boat de-
stroyer, and as a result of that hearing the committee incorpo-
rated in last year’s bill a provision, if my memory serves, for
three boats of this type. That went out on a point of order.
One member of our committee, who was interested in the propo-
sition last year, was also interested this year, and, if I am
correctly informed, it was upon his request that the proviso was
again inserted in the bill. It is thought this is a solution of the
torpedo-boat destroyer question. If the proposition becomes a
law and if the people who build the boat of this type construct
one which meets with the requirements of the Navy Department,
the Navy Department may then purchase it. If it does not
meet the regquirements, they are under no obligation to pur-
chase, and the Government is not put to any expense whatever.
That is all the light I think any members of our committee can
throw on this proposition. The clerk of the committee informs
me that it was in evidence that a model of this type of boat
had been successfully tested.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I question very much
whether, in the existing condition of the government’s finances,
it is a proper time to launch upon any experimentation in new
types of torpedo destroyers. Certainly we should not adopt as
a part of the naval bill provisions for untried destroyers without
having the recommendation of any person whatsoever connected
with the Navy Department. Many of the recommendations of
this naval board have been passed over by the committee, such
as scout cruisers and other character of fighting force, and I
feel compelled under existing circumstances to make the point
of order against the paragraph for the reason that it is new
legislation and in violation of paragraph 2 of Rule XXI. This
same provision was passed upon last year when the matter was
under consideration by the committee, and was then ruled out
of order. I call the attention of the Chairman to the ruling in
a similar matter on page 4828 of the Recorp of the first session
of this Congress.

The CHAIRMAN.
The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

One fleet collier, of 14 knots trial speed, when carryiu% not less than
12,500 tons of cargo and bunker coal, to cost not exceeding $1,000,000.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. As I understand it, this section must be considered
in connection with the section following, which seeks to alter
existing law by——

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. This has nothing to do with that.

Mr. STAFFORD. 1 recognize it is a separate provision, but
in the decision of this question must you not also consider the
effect of the following section, whereby you make available the
amount of money that was last year provided for two fleet col-
liers so that you may purchase four?

Mr. FOSS. No.

The Chair sustains the point of order.
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Mr. STAFFORD. As I understand the recommendation of
the naval board, they request three additional fleet colliers, and
in this paragraph you make provision for one of those, and in
the next paragraph you seek to make provision for the addi-
tional two by making applicable the money that was voted last
year for two, so as to construct four by reason of the low bids
that were offered by private concerns.

Mr. FOSS. This fleet collier that we recommend here has no
relation to the other four whatever.

Mr. STAFFORD. Would not the committee be somewhat
swayed in their determination of this question if they knew the
following paragraph would be in order whereby two additional
fleet colliers would be provided, whereas this paragraph would
provide, in addition, a third one?

Mr. FOSS. I do not think it would operate to change the
committee’s mind at all.

Mr. STAFFORD. May I ask whether the committee does
not recommend in effect three additional fleet colliers of the
same type that is provided in the paragraph under considera-
tion?

Mr. FOSS. The committee recommend one fleet collier, and
then it recommends that out of the money authorized last year,
and to be authorized for the two fleet colliers which were au-
thorized last year, that that appropriation be used to purchase
four colliers by private contract at the same price.

“Mr. STAFFORD. So the committee, in effect, recommends
the addition to our naval fleet of three fleet colliers?

Mr. FOSS. It recommends the addition of two fleet colliers
without an additional appropriation.

Mr. STAFFORD. I am dismissing entirely the question of
the appropriation, for in the determination of the size of our
fleet we are not guided entirely by appropriation, but more by
the needs of the service, and the naval board has recommended,
as I understand the recommendation of the naval board, three
fleet colliers. I understand the chairman of the committee to
admit now that the committee recommends the addition of
ihree fleet colliers to those already authorized in the present
paragraph and that which follows.

Mr. FOSS. There is no dispute on that.

Mr. STAFFORD. I understood at the beginning that the
gentleman took issue with that statement. The board recom-
mended three colliers in all, and appropriation in this para-
graph is made for one.

Mr, FOSS. Because on the concession of last year there is
enough to buy two colliers.

Mr. STAFFORD. I am quite well acquainted with the argu-
ment and the reasons that induced the committee to provide
for four colliers in place of two authorized last year, and the
committee has recommended three colliers instead of one.

Mr. DAWSON. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin assume
that three is too many?

Mr. STAFFORD. I am trying to ascertain whether, if the
increase in the next paragraph is stricken out, the committee
would not recommend, as it does in fact, three fleet colliers;
and if it does, this matter should be taken into consideration
on the pending paragraph of whether we should recommend one
collier., This paragraph should be taken in consideration with
the recommendation following in the next paragraph providing
for two additional fleet colliers, I therefore believe that the
two are inseparably connected, and I move that the present
paragraph be considered in connection with the paragraph which
follows.

Mr. FOSS. I hope that will be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment will be con-
sidered as withdrawn.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 60, line 10, strike out *“ one million " and Insert “ nine hun-
dred thoun e

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr, Chairman, I wish to call the at-
tention of the committee to a very remarkable condition. Last
year the committee reported in favor of building two fleet col-
liers similar in every respect to the one authorized in this
paragraph. It placed a limit of cost upon these two fleet col-
liers of $1,800,000 each. The committee did that, I assume,
upon information furnished to it that the cost of these colliers
would be about $1,800,000. When the bill came into the House,
the House, in Committee of the Whole, provided that one of
these colliers should be built in a government navy-yard, and
that provision was finally incorporated into the law. As soon

as it was ascertained that one of these vessels would be built
by a government navy-yard, the private contractors offered to
construet either two or four of these vessels, not at the price,
or near the price, fixed in the bill, but for one-half the limit of
cost placed upon these vessels by the committee. If it be pos-
sible to obtain two of these vessels for $900,000 each, or four
of them for $900,000 each, perhaps members of the Naval Com-
mittee will explain why they placed a limit of cost upon this
particular vessel of $100,000 in excess of what they know they
can get a contract?

These patriotic shipbuilding concerns of the United States,
cooperating with some well-informed officials in the Navy De-
partment, were willing to build these ships at a cost of about
$1,800,000. If they can take this one ship placed for construc-
tion at a government yard out of the government yard, they
will build four of them for $900,000 apiece, For the additional
ship they want an extra $100,000. It seems to me that if they
can build four of these ships for $900,000 each, they should build
five of them for $900,000 each. If they can build two ships,
authorized last session, for $900,000 each, they can build one
ship authorized last year, and this particular ship in addition,
for $900,000 each. This seems to be a clear invitation to the
shipbuilders and to the department to waste—oh, not exactly
to waste but to donate $100,000 to some particular concern for
doing work for a million dollars, when it has already been dis-
closed that it can be had for $900,000. In view of these facts, I
hope the committee will adopt this amendment and put a limita-
tion of cost upon this particular vessel of $900,000,

Mr. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman allow me to ask
whether or not it is a fact that one of these colliers is now
being constructed for something like $825,0007

Mr. FITZGERALD. I have not the figures. I do not know
what the bid was, but I understand that these shipbuilding
plants are willing to build two for $1,800,000, both authorized
last year, and they want to get something additional for the one
authorized this year. In view of this showing that they can
build for $£000,000, it is inconceivable to imagine upon what
theory the committee increased the limit of cost, except its ex-
treme solicitude for the poor persons engaged in the business of
building ships for the Government.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I am heartily in favor of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New York, because I be-
lieve these colliers can be built a great deal cheaper than pro-
posed in this bill. When we had a hearing before the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine, a gentleman who appeared there
stated, I think, that they had a contract to build one of fhese
colliers, and that they had taken the contract, if I remember
correctly—and I have no desire to misquote the gentleman’s
statement—for $825,000.

Now, it strikes me that if a private contractor has agreed to
build the collier in question for $805,000 (and that was the
statement made by the gentleman who represents one of the
private shipbuilding concerns in the United States, made before.
the Merchant Marine Committee), we are paying too much for
the construction of these colliers.

Mr, BATES. I should like to ask the gentleman a question.
You say we appropriated $1,800,000 last year,

Mr. FITZGERALD. No; we appropriated $1,500,000 on ac-
count of two ships, but the cost limit of each ship was placed
at $1,800,000.

Mr. BATES. But we did not spend it, did we?

Mr, FITZGERALD. No; but it would have been spent if the
House had not put in the provision for navy-yard competition
that it did.

Mr, TALBOTT. The one being built in the navy-yard cost

,000 more than the one being built under private contract.

Mr. FITZGERALD. In my opinion, the gentleman is mis-

taken.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say that I have here
a letter from the Secretary of the Navy, written on the 18th of
January, in which he says:

NAYY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, January 18, 1909,

Sme: In compliance with your request by telephone to-day, I trans-
mit herewith for your information a copy of the schedule aof bids re-
celved for the comstruction by contract of one of the colliers author-
ized by the maval agproprlatton act of May 13, 1908, together with a
copy b?é'dthe form of proposal issued by the department and used by

the ers,
Very respectfully,

Hon. Geo. Eopmunp Foss,
Chairman Committee on Naval Affairs,
House of Representatives.

TruMAN H. NEWBERRY,
Seceretary.
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The bids referred to are as follows.

Proposals for the conatruction of a steel steam collier. No.§. “Cyclops.”
g..-lvcrt ement dated October 9, 1908. Bids opened December 15, 1908.

Name of bidder. Price. Remarks.

Newport News Shipbuilding | $790,000 | Bid 1. Vessel to be completed
and Dry Dock Co., New- within 16 months,
port News, Va. Cartifled check, $36,000.

Contemplates that department vse
designs of bidder in buflding ecol-
lier on Pacific coast, with no
extra charge on account of pat-
ented invention.

825,000 | Bid 2 To be completed within 16

months,
g}bu:k with previous bid.)
Fore River Shipbuilding Co., 933,000 | Bid 1. Vessel to be completed
¥, Mass. within 15 months. (As per speci-
fications, p. 48, par. 182.)

Certified eheck, $36,000.

954,000 | Bid 2. To be completed within 15
months. (As per specifications,
p. 48, par. 132.)

(Check with previous bid.)

New York Sh{'pbuﬂdinx Co.,| 1,074,000 | Vessel to be completed within 15
Camden, N. d. months.

Proposal for supplying Lidgerwood
:ionﬂsg apparatus, $30,000 addi-

onal.

Maryland Steel Co., Spar-, 903,800 | Class 1,

rows Point, Md.
Bond for $36,000.
1,011,400 | Class 2. To be completed within 16
months.
1,027,850 | Class ii:s To be completed within 16

mon' .
The Willlam Cramp & Sons| 805,000 | Bid. 1. Vessel to be completed
Ship and Engine within 20 months.
Co., Philadelphia, Pa. Bond for £36,000.
775,000 | Bd 2. o be completed within 20
T mon -

Publicly opened at the Na Dﬁpartment. December 15, 1908, in the
presence of g: Secretary or.%e avy. y &

2 PIcKENS NBAGLE,

Law Clerk for Selicitor.

Proposal for the construction of a steel stcam collier of about 12,500
tons cargo and bunker copacity.
To THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY,
Washington, D. C.:

Having carefully examined the circular issued by the Secretary of the
Navy under date of October 8, 1908, defining the chief characteristics
of a colller to be built by contract for the navy, and the outline type
plans mentioned in said eircular, the provisions of the acts of Congress
quoted in said circumlar, and the form of contract for the construction
of said vessel provided by the Secretary of the Navfy“, and having re-
celved all information in the premises essentinl to a full understandin
of the obligations Incurred, or to be incurred, under and by virtue o
this proposal, we, —————, do_hereby propose, r the de-
partment's advertisement of October 9, 1908, to eonstruct and com-
plete, within months from date of contract, at :
and deliver to the Navy Department, in the manner and upon the
terms and conditions stated sald circular and form of contract, a
steel colller, including hull, fittings, machinery, outfits, and ipment
complete, to be constructed in accordance with the drawings, ns, and
gpecifications and other information herewith submitted, and to have
a speed of 14 knots an hour when carrying not less than 12,500 tons
of eargo and bunker coal, for the sum of ,

Also, we hereby consent and agree that in the event of the a t-
ance of the foregoing proposal the Becretary of the Navy may, so ;ar
as he desires, use in the construction of a collier at any navy-yard
the design and the detailed drawings and specifications of the vessel
covered by said proposal without extra compensation in addition to the
above-stated price; and In consideration of sald sum we further agree
to waive compensation in any and every form for the use or adoption
of any and all patented features of eaid design, drawings, and specifi-
cations, and to protect and discharge the Government from and against
any and every claim for or on account of the use of any and all pat-
ented features embodied in the eral design of hull and machinery,
but not inecluding patented detalls furnished by subcontractors, such as
winches, pumps, steering and anchor engines, ete.

The drawings, plans, and specifications herein designated and the
aforesald elrcular and form of contract are to be deemed and taken as

part of this
to enter into

Froposal.

In ease this proposal shall be accepted, we herehy
contract, within ten days from receipt of notice of such acceptance, for
the construction of said vessel, in accordance with said circular, draw-
ings, plans, specifications, form of contract, and this proposal, and
within the same period to give bond, with security to the satisfaction
of the Secretary of the Navy, in a penal sum equal to 15 per cent of the
amount of bid for the failhfu}egerformnce of such contract.

This proposal is accompan by evidence of our competency to per-
form the work requlred and also by a ¢ for the sum of —
dollars, as required by the instructions to bidders herewith, which
- is hereby deeclared to be subject to the conditions stated in sald

instructions.
m{‘}%itness our hand and seal at , the day of December,

In presence of—

3 Insert * bond " or * check,” whichever is appropriate.

ADVERTISEMENT,

s for constructing by contract one steam colller (fleet eol-
lier No. 4, Cyeclope) will be received at the Navy Department until 12
o'clock noon, December 15, 1008, when they will be publit‘:ll.g opened.
Circular defining chief characteristics of such vessel and outline type
plans are now ready for distribution among prospective bidders. Forms
of proposal and contract may be had on application to the department
after November 15.

V. H. MEeTCALF, Secretary.
OcToBER 9, 1908, g

INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS,
GENERAL PROVISIONS.

The foregolng proposal constitutes an obligation that becomes oper-
ative on acceptance. Speclal care should be taken to avoid any Infor-
malil¥ that might, bgorendarlnfd the proposal liable to rejection, tend to
the disadvantage of both the bidder and the Government.

Each proposal must include the construction of both vessel and ma-
chinery, complete in all respects, and must be accompanied by complete
gla.ns and specifications covering fully the design submitted, with full

escription of all special features and statement as to the registration
soclety under the inspection of which the vessel is to be built.

Contract will be made for the vessel, including hull and machinery.

Defective proposals will not be considered unless the Secretary of the
Navy shall deem it for the interest of the Government to waive the

defect.
Each bidder must submit with his gtmposals a certified check, payable
to the order of the Secretary of the Navy, or a bond, with satisfacto
surety or sureties. Such check or bond shall be for the sum of $36,000.
In case the successful bidder shall fail to enter into contract and fur-
nish the requisite security upom the acceptance of his proposal, the
certified check submitted with his bid shall become the property of the
United States, or In case bond i{s given the United States may recover
as liquldated damages the sum named in such bond. All checks or
bonds of bidders whose proposals shall not be accepted will, on the
award of the econtract, be returned to them, and the check or bond of
the successful bidder will be returned to him when his contract shall
have been duly entered into and the requisite security furnished.

Proposals must be made in duplicate and will be received until 12
o'clock noon December 15, 1908.

The right is reserved to reject any or all bids as, In the judgment of
the Becretary of the Navy, the interests of the Government may require.
FILLING IN OF BLANKS.

é. ?arerully fﬁll in all b‘ila.nk sgaceu e S
. In case o rogoxal y 4 firm or company not incorpora ]
blnng should

appropriate be filled in a manner corresponding to the
following form :
“We, the und ed, John Doe, of the city of ty of

—— Con
, and State o and Richard Roe, of the same place (or
of , 48 the case ma; be), constituﬂn%otga firm and doing busi-
ness at under the firm name of John & Co.”

The Christian names of individuals should be inserted In full, except
that where there is a middle name the initial letter alone of such middle
name Is sufficlent.

3. In case of proposal by an Individual, the l'ureq‘olng directions
should be followed as far as applicable, substituting o S wa,
wherever the latter occurs.

4, In case of proposal by an incorgorated company, the same blank
should be filled in a manner corresponding to the following form :

“We, the American Iron Comdpan{, a corporation created under the
laws of the Etate of , and do ng business at o)

5. The name of the place at which the proposal is signed, as, for
instance, “ Chester, Pa.,” and the date of signing are to be inserted in
the blanks left for that imrgose

6. The amount, both in figures and at length, for which It is pro-
poszed to do the work, is to be inserted in the appropriate place.

MANNER OF BIGNING PROPOSALS.

1. In case of proposal by a firm or company not incorporated, each
member of the firm will sign individually with his full name, except that
his middle name, if any, may be indicated by initial only or otherwise,
according to his customary manner of signing. Each signer will add,
below his signature, the place of his residence.

2, In case of proposal by an inco ted company, the same will be
signed b*lv the officer who is, by the act of incorporation, the by-laws, or
a special resolution of the board of directors or trustees, authorized to
gign for the company. In either case a certified copy of the authority
must accompany the proposal. The official seal of the compary will be
placed opposite the signature and attested by the proper officer ; und the
proposal should be acecompanied by suitable evidence of Incorporation,
which may be either a copy of the act of incorporation, certified under
seal by the officer with whom it is filed, or his certificate under seal that
guch company was on the date mentioned duly incorporated under the
general laws of the Btate In which such company is located.

3. Subscribing witnesses will, when there is more than one signature,
add, * Witness as to all the gignatures " or * Witness as to the signature
of ' piving name of person signing In his presence.

4. When the form of proposal has been properly filled up and signed,
it must be forwarded in a sealed envelope, addressed to the ** Secretary
of the Navy, Navy Defmrtment, Washington, D. C.,"” and indorsed * Pro-
posal for building collier.”

Mr. FITZGERALD. On that information, does the gentle-
man not think $900,000 is an ample limit of cost? Of course,
if it is placed at $1,000,000, then it will certainly make bids
higher; but the gentleman has read several bids of less than
$800,000. Why not keep the limit of cost below $000,000%

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Chairman

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois yield?

Mr. FOSS. I yield to the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad that
the gentleman from New York has made his motion at this par-
ticular point, and has given to the commitiee his words of wis-
dom regarding the consiruction of colliers, if not toward cutting
down the amount of the appropriation; for it seems certain
that if the members of the committee have read last year's bill
they must realize that even an authorization by Congress of
$1,800,000 has not prevented some shipbuilding plants in this
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country bidding for the work at less than $900,000. And I
might say for the benefit of the gentleman from New York and
of the committee that as one member of the committee I have
no objection to making this reduction in the amount authorized.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I did not believe the gentleman would
object.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. The suggestion .carries greater
weight with it as to the next paragraph, and the question will
be put to this House, no doubt, whether its Members are willing
fo carry out the provisions of the next paragraph, where prac-
tically, in substance and effect, if the law of last year is not
repealed, we give to some place in this country the benefit of
$900,000 on one collier.

Mr. FOSS. Built in a navy-yard.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. It is a matter that this House Bhould
consider well, and I certainly hope that the motion made by
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Frrzeerarp] will be carried
unanimously, because that will be an expression that this House
does not want ruthlessly to give away the money of the people
of the United States.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New York as follows: On
page G0, line 10, making it $800,000.

* The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an
amendment to the amendment of the gentleman from New
York, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike out the word “nine” and insert the word * eight,” so that it
will read * $800,

Mr. MADDE\I Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the Naval
Committee, in response to an inquiry, read to the House a letter
from the Secretary of the Navy in which was submitted a list
of bids under which it was proposed to construct one, two, three,
or four colliers at a price as low as $775,000. In view of the
fact that a responsible shipbuilding company is willing to con-
tract to construct these -ships at $775,000 each, there is no
justification for an appropriation placing the limit at $900,000.
If the executive officers of the Government are able to secure
bids for the construction of ships as low as $775,000 from
reputable, responsible sources, they are in duty bound to accept
those bids, and they are also in duty bound tfo see that the con-
tract is so made as to give the Government ample protection.

Mr. KAHN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. MADDEN. Certainly.

Mr. KAHN. Was the bid of $775,000 upon plans made by the
Government or upon their own plans?

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman who represents the Commit-
tee on Naval Affairs on the floor of this House did not take the
Committee of the Whole House into his confidence, and so I am
not able to answer the question of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia. I assume that when the chairman of the Committee on
Naval Affairs rises in his place in response to a guestion and
gives information to the House, that he gives that information
in good faith; and when he says that the Government is able
to secure bids for the construction of certain ships at a given
price, the price is satisfactory to the Government. Whether
the plans be made by the Navy Department or whether they be
made by the men who make the bids makes no difference what-
ever if what is proposed to be done is the same in each in-
stance. It is our duty to save every dollar we can to the
Treasury of the country.

Mr. DAWSON rose.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Clmirman. I would like to
say a word.

Mr. DAWSON. Is the gentleman in favor of the proposition?

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I do not know whether I am in
favor of the proposition or not. I want a little light.

Mr. DAWSON. I am opposed to it.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee, I would like to ask how much
the colliers cost before we began to provide that some of them
might be built in the government yards.

Mr. FITZGERALD. It was estimated that they might cost
$1,800,000, but when we provided that one of them might be
built in the government yards, then the Government secured
bids of less than $800,000,

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to the
gentleman from Tennessee that three or four years ago Congress
authorized two fleet colliers, the limit of cost being $1,500,000
each, one to be built in a navy-yard and the other by contract.
That was the last action of Congress, except that of last year,
and, as we know, nothing has been done under that $1,800,000
Iimitation.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Why not?

Mz, ROBERTS. I can not tell you why. I apprehend, how-
ever, that the colliers authorized last year with the limit of

cost at $1,800,000 are colliers of a larger burden and a larger
cargo capacity. My recollection is that the Vestal and the Pro-
metheus, the two colliers I referred to a moment ago, earried a
cargo of 5,000 tons. The colliers we authorized last year were
to carry about 12,000 tons cargo, a much larger ship, and of
course the price is somewhat larger in proportion.

Mr. KENOWLAND. Will the gentleman from Tennessee
allow me?

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Certainly.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I notice, in reading the testimony of
Secretary Newberry, he makes the statement that these colliers
are 2 knots slower speed, and consequently have considerably
less power and are considerably less expensive. I think that
must account for the difference in the cost.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now, Mr. Speaker, a few years
ago we began to create competition by allowing a lot of vessels
to be built in government yards and others in private yards.
The result was, as shown by the gentleman’s statement a few
minutes ago, that we are getting bids hundreds of thousands of
dollars less than we did three or four years ago, before we began
that policy.

Now, gentlemen, you are about to turn back to the old policy
by permitting the Secretary of the Navy to build all the ships in
private yards. If you are going to abandon the wise policy of
letting the Government build some of these ships, as in the case
of government ammunition and munitions of war, if you aban-
don the wise poliey you adopted, you certainly ought to put in
this bill a limitation that the gentleman from New York has
proposed, or something of that kind. You ought to do that, so
that the Government, so that the Treasury, when it is distressed,
as it is, may not be held up later calling for a deficiency to pay
for vessels that cost more than is fair and reasonable. The
present policy should be pursued. It has done well, as the facts
show. We fought long and hard to get this policy started, and
I am opposed to stopping.

I call this history to the attention of the committee, and in-
sist, by way of accentuation, that if this poliey which we have
pursued so wisely for three or four years be abandoned, a
limitation had better be put on to keep from being held up by
these private concerns.

Mr. DAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I am just as anxious as the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Frrzeerarp] or the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Mappex], both distinguished members of the
Committee on Appropriations, to secure these colliers at as
reasonable cost as possible; but one fact ought to be taken into
account, and that is the testimony which was submitted to the
Committee on Naval Affairs, which shows the reason why we
are now receiving these exceptionally low bids for the colliers.
It was stated before our committee by the Secretary of the
Navy himself that, in his judgment, by reason of the present
condition in the private shipyards of the United States, these
shipyards were bidding for this work not simply at cost, but
actually below cost. That being so, we ought to take ad-
vantage at this time of present conditions; but I desire to call
the attention of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Firzeer-
Arp], who has offered the amendment, as well as the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Mappex], who has made an amendment
thereto, to the fact that if they are to take advantage of the
present low prices in private shipyards, an amendment should
be offered to the amendment providing that the money be made
immediately available, because

Mr. FITZGERALD. Let me ask the gentleman this question :
Does he know that there are now pending before one of the
committees of this House e¢laims by these shipbuilding concerns
aggregating nearly $4,000,000 to reimburse thiem for losses they
claim they made by taking contracts at a less price than they
should have taken them?

Mr. DAWSON. That is not to the point. I eall the atten-
tion of the gentleman to the fact that before the Committee
on Naval Affairs Mr. Secretary Newberry testified we could
get these low figures now, but he had no assurance that he
could obtain these low figures on the 1st day of July, when the
money in this bill would be available. The committee did not
put in a provision making the money immediately available,
because we have witnessed the spectacle in this House of one
particular committee opposing and raising points of order with
regard to that particular provision. If the gentlemen from
that committee are sincere in their desire to save the Govern-
ment a hundred thousand dollars, then I submit that they
should add as a part of their amendment another amendment
making the appropriation immediately available, in order that
the Secretary of the Navy may take advantage of existing
conditions.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Is the gentleman aware of any condi-
tions that now exist or that are likely to arise between now and
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the 1st of July that would change the conditions in the ship-
building plants of this country, so that they will then be in a
position where they will not have to seek this work at a spe-
cially low price?

Mr., DAWSON. I can not tell what conditions may arise,
but in this particular bill we are proposing to purchase four
colliers from private yards.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. If we get steel on the free list,
that will help them, I think.

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman seems to be anxious to save
what money can be saved.

Mr. DAWSON. Yes; we are in accord on that.

Mr. MADDEN. Then there ought not to be any objection to
the amendments pending before the House if the gentleman is
in favor of economy. Why make the argument that these
amendments are embarrassing to the department if it is good
business policy to economize, in view of the fact that we already
have bids for £775,000 for the construction of each one of these
colliers? =

Mr. DAWSON. Let me read to the gentleman what the Sec-
vetary of the Navy said on that point.

Mr. MADDEN, The point I am referring to is the statement
made by the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs, as
coming from the Secretary of the Navy, to the effect that bids
have been made and are now in his possession offering to con-
struct the ships for $775,000 each.

Mr. DAWSON. If the gentleman wants me to shed light on
the subject, he will first have to turn off his own powerful
searchlight., \

Mr. MADDEN. I am asking for information which the
gentleman possesses,

Mr. DAWSON. I was endeavoring to give it to the gentle-
man. Secretary Newberry, in his testimony before the com-
mittee, stated, speaking of those bids to which the chairman has
referred :

1 am sure that the highest bidders are very close to cost, and I think
the others are below cost.

Mr. MADDEN. On what does he base that?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. KAHN. I ask unanimous consent that he be permitted
to continue for five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. Does not the gentleman from Iowa know that
the representatives of the concern that has that contract for
$805,000 appeared before the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries recently and stated that while they had a con-
tract for $805,000, they were going to lose a great amount of
money building that collier, and that they took it simply for
the purpose of holding their men fogether.

Mr. DAWSON. I am mot a member of the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, but I would state——

AMr. MADDEN. That is pleading the baby act.

Mr. DAWSON. That the Secretary of the Navy stated sub-
stantially the same facts to the Naval Committee.

Mr. MADDEN. As a matter of fact, was there any objection
to the Government letting contracts at the lowest price it could
get to a responsible concern?

Mr. DAWSON. Certainly not.

Mr. MADDEN. Then why quibble about it.

Mr. DAWSON. If this provision stays in the bill as it is
now, without the amendment offered by the gentleman from
New York or the gentleman from Illinois, we will get that very
thing, because the Secretary of the Navy has ample discretion.
It is not to exceed a million dollars, and I have that faith in the
executive officers of the Government that they will obtain the
lowest contract possible under existing conditions.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Is it not a fact the Secretary of the
Navy urged the committee to make a limit of cost of these
vessels $1,250,0007

Mr. DAWSON, It is. i

Mr. FITZGERALD. Then I have very little confidence
his discretion.

Mr. DAWSON. And for the reason I have stated, that if the
money is not now immediately available, he can not advertise
for bids until July 1 next, at which time there might be an
entire change of conditions in the shipyards of the country, and
the colliers would cost more.

Mr. FITZGERALD. If there are shipyards willing to do
this work at less, does not the gentleman believe the Secretary
is unduly alarmed about what will happen in four or five
months from now?

Mr. DAWSON. No; I think not.

Mr. Chairman, while the gentleman is on his feet I want to
ask him if he will accept an amendment to his amendment
carrying an appropriation of money for this particular item,
the money to be made immediately available?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Oh, no; because that would make my
amendment subject to the point of order, and I do not propose
to do that.

Mr. DAWSON. I am very much interested to see members
of the great Committee on Appropriations put to the test of
their sincerity about economy.

Mr, FITZGERALD. I am putting the test by limiting the
cost. Let me ask the gentleman to join me.

Mr. ROBERTS. I want to say a word with regard to the
argument made by the gentleman from New York——

Mr. MADDEN. I want to ask the gentleman a question.

Mr. ROBERTS. Of me?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. The gentleman from Towa stated a
moment ago that this prevents the money being made imme-
diately available.

Mr. ROBERTS. That is a remark of Mr. Dawson, probably.

Mr. MADDEN. I am going to put the question to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts, and I want to know whether, as a
matter of fact, the $3,600,000 appropriated in the succeeding
paragraph to the one under consideration was not appropriated
last year and is now available?

Mr. ROBERTS. That is the point. It was appropriated last
year and it is now available, but has not been all devoted to the
purpose. It is mot available, however, for the new collier, if
that is the purport of the gentleman’s question-—the collier, the
cost of which was sought to be limited by the gentleman’s amend-
ment. I want to say just a word about the argument of the
gentleman from New York to the effect that private shipbuilders
of the country, because we were to build one collier in the navy-
yard, came in and made proposals of less than half the cost of
the collier in the navy-yard for the purpose of defeating that
portion of the congressional action of last year. Let me remind
the gentleman that that bill of last year provided for two battle
ships, with a limitation of cost for hull and machinery on each
of $6,000,000, one to be built in a navy-yard and one by private
contract. My advice is that the contract has been let, or at least
awarded, for a battle ship, hull, and machinery for $4,000,000.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Does the gentleman know that this is
practically the same price that they built a battle ship of 16,000
tons some years ago, a ship of 25 per cent greater displacement,
but practically at the same price because of this competition?

AMr. ROBERTS. They are building a bigger battle ship for
the same money. Now, why are they doing it? Does the gen-
tleman mean to say that the private shipbuilders are throwing
off $2,000,000 of possible profit on that battle ship for the sake
of driving possible ships out of the navy-yard?

Mr. FITZGERALD. It has been stated they built at a loss to
do that.

Mr. ROBERTS. At a price of $4,000,000, two-thirds of what
Congress is willing to pay, that that is done for any such pur-
pose? The fact must be evident to the gentleman and to all
the members of this committee who have given the subject any
attention that two causes are responsible for the low figures on
all classes of government ships here. One is competition
among the yards. Never in the history of the country has com-
petition been keener among the private shipyards. Why? Be-
cause there is no private work going on in those yards,

Mr. FITZGERALD. Because the combination has been
broken up.

Mr. ROBERTS. These people have been at great expense
collecting a large force of experts in their yards. They are
hoping for the time to arrive when they will be busy with
private work and will not care a snap of their fingers for gov-
ernment work. In order to tide over and keep their organiza-
tions intact until those times arrive they are willing to do work
at cost or below, so that their organizations will not be seat-
tered.

I just want, Mr. Chairman, to call the attention of the gentle-
men a little further to navy-yard work. In the act of April 27,
1904, we provided for two colliers, the limit of cost being
$1,250,000 each, both colliers to be built in navy-yards, one in
a navy-yard on the Atlantic coast and one on the Pacific coast,
In the act of June 29, 1906, two years later, the Congress pro-
vided that the limit of cost, exclusive of armor and armament,
of each of the two colliers authorized by the act of the Congress
just mentioned, be increased to £1,550,000. In two years——

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman yield for a guestion?

Mr. ROBERTS (continuing). The department came to Con-
gress and asked for $300,000 more.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman yleld?
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Mr. ROBERTS (continuing). And asked for
more——

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS (continuing). Than they asked for the origi-
nal building of those ships.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Does not the gentleman know that the
department came in and stated that it had completely changed
the plans, that it had increased the size and the power of the
boats, and they were not the ships for which the appropriation
was contemplated at all?

Mr. ROBERTS. I challenge the accuracy of that statement.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The record of the gentleman's committee
shows that fact.

Mr. ROBERTS. I challenge that statement. On the first
collier we authorized we increased the limit of cost for the
reason given by the gentleman, but on the other two we did not.

Mr., FITZGERALD. Those were the only two that were
authorized.

Mr. ROBERTS. The gentleman is mistaken about these
colliers,

Mr, FITZGERALD. No; I am not.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move that we close the debate
on this paragraph and the amendment thereto.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, MappEN], which the Clerk,
without objection, will again report.

The amendment was again read.

Mr. FOSS. I hope that will be voted down, Mr. Chairman. I
call for a vote.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question occurs on the amendment of
the gentleman from New York [Mr. FrrzeERALD].

Mr. FOSS. On that I want to make an amendment, if in
order, to the effect that the words “to be immediately avail-
able” be added.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order
on that.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Frrz-
gERALD] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk proceeded to read, as follows:

After the word * dollars"——

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, that is not pending.
The pending amendment is to strike out “ one million” and in-
sert “nine hundred thousand.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will call the attention of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Foss] to the fact that his amend-
ment is not an amendment to the one offered by the gentleman
from New York.

The question was on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. FITZGERALD].

Mr. FOSS. Will the Clerk read the amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page B{l‘. line 10, strike out * one million " and Insert * nine hundred
thousand.’

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that
the noes seemed to have it

Mr FITZGERALD. Division!

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 67, noes 14.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

y fl
oo, S25py, 8 tan, Moz o ey, enftoried 5, bt 4,0
tons of cargo and bunker coal in lien of the 2 fleet colliers having the
same characteristics authorized to be built by the act making appro-

rintions for the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 30,
fsun: Provided, That the cost of all 4 colliers shall not exceed the
total limit of cost of $3,600,000 authorized in sald act for the 2
colliers : And provided !uriher. That all of said colliers, in the discre-
tion of the Secretary of the Navy, may be built by contract.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
on the proviso to the paragraph, that it changes existing law. I
ecall the attention of the Chair to the last appropriation act,
which provides that one of the colliers as authorized shall be
built at a navy-yard on the Pacific coast; and this amendment
clearly attempts to change existing law.

Mr. FOSS. ‘I call for a ruling of the Chair, I concede that

it changes the law.
. The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands the current appro-
priation law provides that one of these vessels shall be built on
the Pacific coast. This changes that provision, and the Chair
sustains the point of order.

The Clerk read as follows:

And the contract for the construction of said vessels shall be awarded
by the £:cretary of the Navy to the lowest best responsible bidder, hav-

$300,000

ing in view the best results and most expeditions delivery; and in the
construction of all of sald vessels the provisions of the act of August
3, 1886, entitled “An act to Increase the naval establishment,” as to
materials for saild vessels, their en?n“' boilers, and machinery, the
contracts under which they are bulilt, the notice of any szposala for
the same, the plans, draw. , speclfications therefor, and the method
of executing sald contracts shall observed and followed, and, subject
to the provisions of this act, all sald vessels shall be built in compliance
with the terms of sald act, and in all their parta shall be of domestle
manufacture; and the steel material shall be of domestic manufacture

and of the :Luailt{ and characteristics best adapted to the various pur-
poses for which it

may be used, in accordance with specifications ap-
proved by the Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I make the point of order on that lan-
guage, “and in all their parts shall be of domestic manufacture,
and the steel material shall be of domestic manufacture,” as
new legislation and therefore subject to the point of order.
There is nowhere in the statutes any law providing that domes-
tic armor shall be used in the construction of vessels or in the
armor of vessels, A year ago I made this point of order upon
the paragraph providing $12,000,000 for armor of domestic
manufacture, and the Chair at that time, after a hasty examina-
tion, overruled my point of order; but in stating his reasons for
the decision, as I now read those reasons, it seems to me he
failed to give sufficient basis for the decision, and I eall it to the
attention of the Chair again and ask for a new ruling. At that
time the Chair admitted the point that I made to the effect that
previous appropriation bills which appropriated for domestic
armor did not thereby enact a law permanently establishing
domestic armor as the material.

The Chair, however, ruled that Congress had the right to de-
cide what kind of armor should be used and could provide for
blue armor or for red armor, or any particular kind of armor.
I admit that to be true. I acknowledge that argument to be cor-
rect. But this provision does not state the kind of armor to be
used. It merely states where the armor shall be manufactured ;
and if that is not new legislation, then a provision that the
armor should be of foreign manufacture would not be new legis-
lation. Stating that the armor shall be domestic is not stating
what kind of armor it is, but merely where it is to be made.

Now, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me, in view of the fact that
the armor plate of this country is manufactured practically by
one concern only, that competition such as temporarily existed
has ceased to be, and in view of the fact that Congress at its
extra session, soon to be held, will greatly reduce and possibly
entirely abolish the tariff on steel, the Government of the United
States, if it is to continue the development of a great navy,
should be free to buy its armor in the markets of the world,
and a limitation of the sort provided in this appropriation bill,
and that has been provided in appropriation bills for the last
twenty years, should not be continued. For that reason I have
made the point of order.

Mr., GAINES of Tennessee, Mr. Chairman, as an additienal
bit of authority in support of the contention of the gentleman
from Nebraska, I call the Chair’s attention to the fourth volume
of Hinds's Precedents, pages 680 and 681, section 4001, in which
I find this:

Deaiet 1o the Uatiel iaton A% ameatausl mcanifiog Loe pacchise tn
the world's markets on the best terms was held in order. On January
23, 1906, the urgent deficiency appropriation bill was under considera-

tion in Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Unlon, when
the following paragraph was read:
“THE ISTHMIAN CANAL.

“To continue the construction of the Isthmian Canal, to be expended
under the direction of the President in accordance with an act entitled
‘An act to provide for the construction of a eanal connectln% the waters
11:: the Atlantic and Pacific oceans,” approved June 28, 1902, as fol-
OWS !

LR F%l")o @!Fcellnneons material purchases in the United States,

$£1,000 .

Mr. DAVID A. DE ARMOND offered an amendment to the proposition as
to the place of gurchase. as follows :

“Amend by adding the following: ‘ 8ald purchases shall not be con-
fined to the United States, but the things purchased shall be bought
upon the best terms the world’s markets afford.' ™

Mr. JAMES A, TAWKEY, of Minnesota, made the point of order that
the amendment involved legislation.

The Chair having asked if there was any existing law on the subject,
and no law being cited, he ruled :

“Unless the amendment of the gentleman from Missourl changes
existing law, the Chair will rule the amendment to be in order.”

Now, in addition to that, I have had occasion to run down
this question, and I have never been able to find any recent
legislation compelling armor plate or other similar supplies to
be bought in the United States only.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the attention of

‘the Chair to its ruling last year upon this same subject.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee.
a paragraph?

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will be glad to hear the gentle-
man,

Will the Chair allow me to read
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Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. The great author of this book,
Hinds's Parliamentary Precedents of the House, says:
h providing that an approf;lation should be expended in

A paragra
the nIt:ﬁr tates, an amendment providing for purchase in the world’'s
markets on the best terms was held in order.

The CHATRMAN. What decision does the gentleman refer

0?

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Section 4001, Hinds's Precedents
of the House of Representatives, page 680, volume 4. The
provision in the bill requires this armor to be of “ domestic”
manufacture, made in the United States, and this decision
seems to cover this ease,

The CHATRMAN. The Chair has the decision before him.
The Chair is prepared to rule. In the paragraph of the bill re-
lating to the construction of the vessels occurs the item:

And in all their parts shall be of domestic manufacture ; and the
steel material shall be of domestic manufacture.

To that language the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. HrtcH-
cock] makes the point of order that it is legislation in an ap-
propriation bill, and hence obnoxious to the rules of the House.
A year ago there was an item in the naval appropriation bill:

Armor and armament : Toward the armor and armament of domestie
manufacture for vessels authorized, $7,000,000.

t

The gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Hitrcucock] made the
point of order against the words “of domestic manufacture”
on the ground that they were new legislation.

The rulings in reference to items in a naval appropriation
bill are somewhat unique, because it has been consistently held
for years that without other authorization of Congress by spe-
cific legislation it was in order upon the naval appropriation
bill to put in items providing for new vessels as carrying on a
work or objeet in progress.

If it is within the power on an appropriation bill to insert
the item, it would have the same effect as upon the legislative
bill ordinarily of providing a new public building, for instance.
In other words, having the authority under the decisions to
continue the work of building up the navy as a work or object
in progress by inserting in the bill provisions which in ordinary
bills would be obnoxious to the rules, the committee has the
power to describe the vessel which it is proposed to construect.

Having the power to describe the vessel, the Chair thinks it
can say ‘“domestic steel,” or “ foreign steel,” or “red steel,”
or any other description which it chooses to insert, so long as
the ruling prevails that upon this appropriation bill you ecan
describe a work not already authorized by existing law. The
Chairman therefore feels compelled, after reexamination, to
follow the ruling made by the Chair last year, and accord-
ingly the Chair overrules the point of order.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. Before that decision is finally made, I
desire to distinguish between the reasoning that the Chair
makes as descriptive of the steel and this provision which is
not descriptive. Steel of domestic manufacture may be ex-
actly like steel of foreign manufacture, both as to texture, as
to strength, as to quality, as to process, and as to ingredients.
There is absolutely no attempt made to describe this steel which
shall be used in the construction of ships, but the only effort
is to set forth where it shall be manufactured.

The CHAIRMAN. And yet it is a matter of deseription, re-
maining for the committee to determine whether it be a proper
method of deseribing it or whether it be a desirable method of
describing it. The Chair overrules the point of order.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Then I offer the following amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 61, line 15, after the word “ navy,” insert:

“Provided, Contracts for furnishing the same in a reasonable time,
at a reasonable price, and of the required guality can be made with
responsible parties.”

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I offer that amendment because it was
originally incorporated in the naval appropriation bill of 1886,
creating the new navy, in connection with the provision for
steel of domestic manufacture. For some reason in recent naval
appropriation bills there has been no limitation whatever upon
the requirement that the steel used shall be of domestic manu-
facture. There has been no latitude whatever left to the Sec-
retary of the Navy and the naval authorities, in case they were
being overcharged for domestic steel, to procure the steel in
the markets of the world.

Mr. FOSS. If the gentleman will look at page 62, under the
head of “Armor and armament,” he will find that there is
substantially that provision already in the bill.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. No, sir; I think that does not cover this
provision; and if it does, there can be no objection to incor-
porating it here.

Mr. FOSS. I have no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Nebraska.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

For four submarine torpedo boats, in an amount not exceeding in the
aggregate $2,000,000, and the sum of $3,000,000 is hereby appmgrinted
toward sald purpose and for the completion of submarine boats hereto-
fore aunthorized : Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy may bulld
any or all of the vessels herein authorized in such navy-yards as he
mci designate, and shall build any of the vessels herein authorized in
81 navylyar&s as he may designate, should it reasonabl s?sear that
the persons, firms, or corporations, or the agents thereof, bidding for
the construction of any of saild vessels have entered into any combina-
tion, aé:reemen& or understanding the effect, object, or purpose of which
is to deprive the Government of falr, open, and unrestricted competi-
tion in letting contracts for the comstruction of any of sald vessels.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment to the proviso.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 61, line 21, strike out the word *“ herein" and insert, after
the word “ authorized,” the words * in this act.”

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. That is to remove any doubt as to
that proviso being applicable to all the vessels authorized in
the act.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New Jersey.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Construction and machinery : On account of hulls and outfits of ves-
sels and steam machinery of vessels heretofore authorized, $22,766,823,

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

the word “ dollars,” line 9, insert:
gjgrgggeﬁlz’i‘ﬁfrno e|:u:‘1r'l: of the sﬂ)pm riation shall be used for the
payment or construction of any collier the total cost of which shall
exceed $900,000.”

Mr. FITZGERALD. I make the point of order that that is a
change of existing law.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. This is a limitation to conform to
the suggestion made by the gentleman from New York.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I make the point of order that it is a
change of existing law. There are some vessels for which this
appropriation is made of the character described upon which
greater limit of cost is placed. This is in effect to change the
limit of cost on these vessels,

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. In reply to the suggestion of the
gentleman from New York, I will say that there is no contract
entered into by the Navy Department that this will affect.
There has been only one contract entered into, and that one is
for $805,000. So this limitation is in no way contrary to any
confract.

Mr. FITZGERALD. There is no use of the gentleman try-
ing to hide his purpose. It is to affect one collier authorized
to be built in a government yard, where the materials have
been contracted for and the limit of cost of which is in excess
of $900,000.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Does the gentleman say that that
is the intention of the gentleman from New Jersey? It affects
all colliers.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman ought to have thought
of that when he reported the bill from the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The item in the bill is on account of hulls
and outfits of vessels and steam machinery of vessels heretofore
authorized, $22,766,823, to which the gentleman' from New Jer-
sey offers an amendment providing that no part of the above
appropriation shall be used for the payment or construction of
any collier, the total cost of which shall exceed $900,000. It is
quite within the province of the committee or of Congress to
appropriate or not to appropriate for colliers heretofore au-
thorized, or to provide that they will not appropriate except
under certain limitations. The amendment is a pure limitation
on the appropriation earried in the bill, and the Chair therefore
overrules the point of order. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from New Jersey.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Frrzeerarp) there were—ayes 63, noes 7.

So the amendment was agreed to.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Armor and armament: Toward the armor and armament of domestic
manufacture for vessels authorized, $12,452,772: Provided, That no
part of this appropriation shall be exgended for armor for vessels ex-
cept upon contracts for such armor when awarded by the Secretary of
the Navy to the lowest responsible bidders, having in view the t
results and most expeditious delivery.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska offers the
following amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 62, llne 17, after the word * delivery,” insert: * Provided also,
That contracts for furnishing said armor In 'a reasonable time at a rea-

son:’ble“prlte and of the required quality can be made with responsible
parties.

Mr, HITOCHCOCK. Mr. Chairman, that was the same amend-
ment which was accepted in regard to steel in the vessels proper,
and I suppose it will be acceptable to the chairman. .

The amendment was considered and agreed to.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee, Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol-
lowing amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee offers an
amendment which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Line 16, page 62, insert between the words * onsible ” and * bld-
ders " the words * domestic or foreign,” so that it will read “to the
lowest responsible domestlc or forelgn bidder.”

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 62, line 16Ir after the word * responsible,” insert the words
* domestic or forelgn,"” so it will read “to the lowest domestic or for-
elgn bidder.”

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr, Chairman, a very serious
matter in the commercial world has occurred since we dis-
cussed this matter last year. All gentlemen know that the
Steel trust, in short, has gobbled up its one competitor on
American soil, and yet we come along here and make no effort
to try to counteract that monopolistic act. I call that to the
attention of the committee. The committee must know that it is
an undisputed fact that the Steel trust has not a competitor on
American soil, and that armor is purely and *simply noth-
ing but steel of the highest quality. You know that foreign
countries make armor. You have promised tariff reform, though
I shall not discuss that for an instant. Here you make a law
to apply for another year, and this amendment covers pure
steel armor. You are discussing whether or not you will put
steel entirely on the free list, and one or two great authorities,
I believe, have said it should be done, because the price of steel
in foreign countries would be about equivalent of that in this
country even if we had free trade in steel. The effect of this
proposition is to give the department the power to accept a
foreign bid if it is as responsible and as good as our own home
bids. It is a business proposition. Conditions have seriously
changed, and the matter is up to the House to see what they will
do now.

The CHHATRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Tennessee,

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
GArnes of Tennessee) there were—ayes 50, noes 67.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol-
lowing amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to have

read.
The Clerk read as follows:
After the amendment already adopted, after line 17, on page 62, in-
t - -

sert :

“Provided, That the purchases of armor plate shall not be confined
to the United SBtates, but may be p upon the best terms that
the world's markets offer.”

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. LoUDEN-
sracer and Mr. Gaiwes of Tennessee.

The committee divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 55,
noes 66.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

I -of th ot 0 boats: Omn account of submarine tor-
mgcgg:%:, ‘])Jeret%tggind O{E:gin authorizeg, $8,000,000,

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out lines 21, 22,
and 23, page 62—the paragraph just read.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Illinois.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk then concluded the reading of the bill.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the
Clerk may correct the totals in different parts of the bill so as
to conform to the amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that the totals may be corrected by the Clerk, so
that they will conform with the rest of the bill. Is there ob-
jection? .

There was no objection.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to return to page 13 for
the purpose of considering the amendment still pending on that
page.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment of-
fered on page 13.

The Clerk read as follows:

Insert on page 13, after line 4, the following amendment :

* For badges and ribbons to be distributed iy the Becretary of the
Navy to officers and men now or formerly of the Volunteer and Regu-
lar Navy and Marine Corps who have partiecipated in engagements and
campalgns deemed worthy of such commemoration, £2,500.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to state that I have no
objection to the amendment, in fact, that I agree to it.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do now
rise and report the bill with amendments to the House.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. MANN, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 26394,
the navy appropriation bill, and had directed him to report the
same back to the House with sundry amendments, with the
recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and that
the bill as amended do pass.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on the
bill and amendments to its final passage.

The question was taken, and the previous question was
ordered.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote asked on any amend-
ment? If not, the amendments will be voted upon in gross.
The question is on agreeing to the amendments.

The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
and was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the bill is passed. [Af-
ter a pause.] The Chair hears none,

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I desire to make
an inguiry. Did the Chair ever put the motion whether the
bill should pass or not?

The SPEAKER. The Chair stated deliberately, and waited
for objection, that without objection, the bill would be consid-

ered as passed.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. I want to add an objection,
Mr. Speaker.

thhe’ SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia desires to
object?

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. I do.

The SPEAKER. Did the gentleman seek to object at the
time?

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. I did not understand what the
Speaker said. I made inquiry with reference to it.

The SPEAKER. It seems to the Chair that the gentleman
from Georgia was paying attention and did not hear, and that
in fairness to the gentleman and to the House that the vote
should be taken upon the bill.

Mr. CANDLER. Mr, Speaker, a parliamentary inguiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it,

Mr. CANDLER. Can a bill be passed simply by the Chair
stasg:dg?that, “without objection, the bill will be considered as
p& ”

The SPEAKER. It has been done constantly. Anything can
be done by the House by unanimous consent. If it were prac-
tically possible to get an elephant in the door, the elephant
could be passed through the House. [Laughter.] The question
is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken, and the bill was passed.

On motion by Mr. Foss, a motion to reconsider the last vote
was laid on the table.
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SENATE BILL AND RESOLUTIONS REFERRED.

TUnder clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bill and resolutions of
the following titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and
referred to their appropriate committees, as indicated below :

8.82(65. An act to regulate examinations for promotion in
the Medical Corps of the Army—to the Committee on Military

Affairs. .
Senate concurrent resolution 75.

Resolvel by the Senate (the House of Representatives comcurring)
That the Becretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed
to cause an examination and survey to be made and submit estimates
for the following improvements in the Mattaponi River, Virginia:

For a channel 100 feet wide and 7 feet deep from the above-mentioned
landing to Ayletts: 5

For a channel 60 feet wide and 5 feet deep from Ayletts to Dunkirk;

For a channel 7 feet deep across the Middle Ground connecting the
Mattaponi and Pamuakey channels just off West Point;

For a suitable turning basin at Ayletts;

For the straightening and cutting off certain bends and points of
la.nid pmjectiing into the river at several points between Walkerton and
Ayletts; an

yi-‘or a thorough snaﬁing and removal of lo%a from the river between
Walkerton and Dunkirk, and the clearing of the river banks of all
trees, stumps, ete,, which make navigation dangerous at times of extra
high tides or freshets in the river—

to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.
Senate concurrent resolution T4.

Resolved by the Senate (the House ol)l‘ Representatives concurring)
That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized and direct
to cause an examination and survey to be made of Rye Harbor, in the
State of New Hampshire, with a view to restoring navigation therein,
and to submit estimates for the same—

to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.
Senate concurrent resolution 73.

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring),
That the Secretary of War be, and he s hereby, directed to cause a sur-
vey and estimate to be made of the Columbia River between Wenatchee
and the mouth of the Snake River, In the State of Washington, with a
view to making such improvements as may be deemed necessary in order
to provide for navigation between the upper and lower river—

to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.
Senate concurrent resolution T2,

Resolved by the Senate (the House og Representatives concurring),
That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, directed to cause a sur-
vey and estimate fo be made of the Swinomish Slough, Washington, with
a view to such extensions and modifications of the project for the im-

lrovement of the same as may be necessary in the interests of naviga-
on—

to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.
Senate concurrent resolution TI.

Resolved by the Senate (the House af Representatives concurring),
That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, directed to cause a
gurvey and estimate to be made of the Samamish River, Washington,
with a view to clearing and restoring said river to navigati

on—
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.
Senate concurrent resolution 70,

Resolved by the Benate (the House of Representatives comcurring)
That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized and directe
to eause to be made an examination and survey of East Boothbay
Harbor, Maine, with a view to extending the improvement contemplated
in the re;:ort submitted in House Document No. 944, Sixtieth Congress,
first session, to Hodgdon's wharf—

to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.
Senate concurrent resolution 69.

Resolved by the Renate (the House of Representatives concurring),
That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed
to cause to be made an examination and survey of the jetties and chan-
nel of Sabine Pass, in the State of Texas, from the 30-foot contour
beyond the bar at the entrance to sald Sabine Pass to and includ
the turning basin at Port Arthur, with a view to widening the channe
and the IPort Arthur Ship Canal to 200 feet at bottom and Increasing
the depth thereof and of the turning basin to 30 feet at mean low
gulf tide, together with the extension of the walls of the existing jetties
to the 30-foot contour, and to submit estimates for such improvements,

8ec. 2. That the SBecretary of War be, and he is hereby, also author-
ized and directed to cause to be made an examination and survey of
Taylors Bayou and the lumber slip adjacent thereto, with the view of
removing the narrow strip of land separntlnﬁ Taylors Bayou and
lumber slip and the deepening of said Taylors Bayou and lumber slip
for a length of 2,500 feet to a depth of 30 feetl.

Bre. 3. That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized
and directed to cause to be made an examination and survey of the
Neches River from Beaomont to its mouth, and of the Sabine River
from Ora.nqe to its mouth, and the canal extendluF from the mouths
of the Sabine and Neches rivers to mouth of Taylors Bayou, with a
view to widening and deepening said eanal to a width of 200 feet at
the bottom of said canal and inereasing the depth thereof to 30 feet,
and with a further view of removing the obstructions in the said rivers
and improving the same to a depth of 30 feet—

to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

8. R.115. Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of War
to establish harbor lines in the Kansas River at Kansas City,
Mo.—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

Mr. WILSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Enrolled

Bills, reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled

joint resolutions and bill of the following titles, when the
Speaker signed the same:

H. J. Res. 233. Joint resolution to enable the States of Missis-
sippi and Arkansas to agree upon a boundary line and to
determine the jurisdiction of crimes committed on the Missis-
sippi River and adjacent territory;

H. J. Res. 232. Joint resolution to enable the States of Missis-
sippi and Louisiana to agree upon a boundary line and to deter-
mine the jurisdiction of crimes committed on the Mississippi
River and adjacent territory; and :

H. R.15098. An act to correct the military record of John H.

Layne.

’fyﬁg SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of
the following titles:

8. 6665. An act for the relief of Charles H. Dickson; and

8.653. An act to authorize commissions to issue in the cases
of officers of the army, navy, and Marine Corps, and of the
Revenue-Cutter Service, retired with increased rank.

NATURAL RESOURCES,

The SPEAKER laid before the House a message from the
President of the United States, which was read.

[For message see Senate proceedings of this day.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the message be re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union and be printed.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves the
reference of the message to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union and that the same be printed.

The guestion was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 47 minutes p. m.) the House
adjourned.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting an esti-
mate of appropriation for the Military Academy buildings and
grounds (H. Doe. No. 1359)—to the Committee on Military
Affairs and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior submitting
an estimate of appropriation for the Civil Service Commission
(H. Doc. No. 1360)—to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior submitting
an estimate of appropriation for the Civil Service Commission
(H. Doc. No. 1361)—to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
copy of a letter from the president of the Civil Service Commis-
sion submitting supplemental estimates of appropriation for
the Civil Service Commission (H. Doe. No. 1362)—to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, from the Committee on the District
of Columbia, to which was referred the joint resolution of the
Senate (8. R. 106) authorizing the granting of permits to the
committee on inaugural ceremonies on the occasion of the in-
auguration of the President-elect on March 4, 1909, and so forth,
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 18963, which said joint resolution and report were referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HULL of Iowa, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
to which was referred the joint resolution of the House (H. J.
Res. 227) authorizing the Secretary of War to deliver a con-
demned cannon to the Grand Army of the Republic, reported
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No.
1900), which said joint resolution and report were referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2024)
to amend an act authorizing the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia to grant to the Veteran Volunteer Firemen's As-
sociation use of certain property in the city of Washington, ap-
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proved March 2. 1891, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 1903), which said bill and report
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. CLAYTON, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 24336) to
amend section 36135 of the Revised Statutes of the United
States, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by
a report (No. 1508), which said bill and report were referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. ALEXANDER of New York, from the Committee on the
Judiciary, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R
24337) to amend section 2625 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1899), which said bill and report were
referred to the Ifouse Calendar.

Mr. ADAMSON, from the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the House
(H. R. 26606) to authorize the Lewis Bridge Company to con-
struct a bridge across the Missouri River, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1901), which
said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MONDELL, from the Committee on the Public Lands,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 26734) to
permit change of entry in case of mistake of the description of
tracts intended to be entered, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1902), which said bill and
report were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. CLAYTON, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21560) to pro-
vide for cireuit and district courts of the United States at
Gadsden, Ala., reported the same with amendments, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1007), which said bill and report were
referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. KAHN, from the Committee on the District of Columbia,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 23707) to
incorporate the Imperial Palace Dramatic Order Knights of
Khorassan, reported the same without amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 1908), which said bill and report were referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. KELIHER, from the Committee on the Distriet of Colum-
bia, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 23973)
for the relief of pensioners of the Metropolitan police fund, re-
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No.
1909), which said bill and report were referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. McGAVIN, from the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia, to which was referred the resolution of the House (H. Res.
489) requesting certain information from the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia relative to the enforcement of a law
requiring the erection of fire escapes on certain buildings in the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1910), which
said resolution and report were referred to the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions
were severally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk,
and referred to the Committee of the Whole House, as follows :

Mr. GRAHAM, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2011) for the relief of the
Columbus Gas and Fuel Company, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1904), which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HAWLEY, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the Senate (8. 3748) for the relief of the
Logan Natural Gas and Fuel Company, of Columbus, Ohio, re-
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 1905), which said bill and report were referred to the
Private Calendar.

Mr. KITCHIN, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1622) for the relief of the
estate of Willinm J. Cussen, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1906), which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re-
ferred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 24432) granting an increase of pension to

Frank H. Moore—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged,
and referred to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 26871) to pay Harrison Wagner the sum of
$231.99—Committee on Accounts discharged, and referred to
the Committee on Claims.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 26017) to make it unlawful for
certain public officials to own ecapital stock or bonds in any
and all public-service corporations doing business in the Dis-
trict of Columbia—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LANGLEY : A bill (H. R. 26918) extending the pro-
visions of an act approved February 6, 1901, entitled “An act
amending the act of August 15, 1894, entitled ‘An act making
appropriations for current and contingent expenses of the In-
dian Department and fulfilling treaties and stipulations with
various Indian tribes for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1805,
and for other purposes,’” to any person claiming any right in
the common property of the Choctaw or Chickasaw Indians
or tribes—to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: A bill (H. R. 26919)
authorizing the Attorney-General to appoint as special peace
officers such employees of the Alaska school service as may be
named by the Secretary of the Interior—to the Committee on
the Territories.

By Mr. CARLIN: A bill (H. R. 26920) to repeal section 12
of an act entitled “An act to provide for a union railroad sta-
tion in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes,”
approved February 28, 1903, and to provide for the location and
erection of a substation on the parking at the corner formed by
the intersection of the east side of Seventh street and the
south side of C street SW., in the city of Washington, D. C,, by
the Philadelphia, Baltimore and Washington Railroad Company,
and to provide for the approval of the same by the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the

-District of Columbia.

By Mr. McHENRY : A bill (H. R. 26921) granting pensions
to all enlisted men, soldiers and officers, who served in the eivil
war and war with Mexico—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. GRAHAM : A bill (H. R. 26922) to confer additional
powers and impose additional duties on the Interstate Com-
merce Commission—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. WEEKS: A bill (H. R. 26923) to enable any State to
cooperate with any other State or States or with the United
States for the protection of the watersheds of navigable streams
and to appoint a commission for the acquisition of lands for
the purpose of conserving the navigability of navigable rivers—
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HULL of Tennessee: Resolution (H. Res. 503) di-
recting the Committee on the Judiciary to report certain in-
formation to the House relative to collection of taxes under the
income-tax law of 1861—to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. WEISSE: Resolution (H. Res. 504) directing the
Secretary of Commerce and Labor to compile certain statisties
for the information of the House—to the Committee on Alco-
holic Liquor Traffic.

By Mr. JACKSON: Concurrent resolution (H. C. Res. 58)
directing the Secretary of War to make a survey of Pocomoke
River in Maryland—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Alsgo, concurrent resolution (H. C. Res. §59) directing the
Secretary of War to make a survey of the VWicomico River in
Maryland—to the Commitiee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, concurrent resolution (I. C. Res. 60) directing the Sec-
retary of War to cause a survey to be made of the Choptank
River in Maryland—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr, GRONNA: Memorial of the legislature of North
Dakota, urging the passage of the bill H. R, 21848—to the
Committee on Appropriations.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred
as follows: 3

By Mr. ADAMSON: A bill (H. R. 26924) for the relief of
John A, Brown—to the Committee on Naval Affairs,




1909.

CONGRESSIONATL RECORD—HOUSE.

1325

By Mr. ALEXANDER of New York: A bill (H. R. 26925)
granting a pension to Ralph C. Lund—to the Committee on
Pensgions. ! ) .

By Mr. ANSBERRY: A bill (H. R, 26926) granting an in-
crease of pension to Joseph E. Kistner—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26927) granting an increase of pension to
Martin G, Paxton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26928) granting a pension to Daniel L.
Goodwin—to the Committee on: Pensions.

By Mr. BARNHART: A bill (H. R. 26029) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Beck—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26930) granting an increase of pension to
Peter Selner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BATES: A bill (H. R. 26931) granting an increase of
pension to John H. French—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 26032) granting an
increase of pension fo Sidney B. McDonald—to the Committee
on I’ensions.

By Mr. BIRDSALL: A bill (H. R. 26933) granting an in-
crease of pension to Sophia A. Underwood—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CALDER : A bill (H. R. 26934) granting a pension to
J. M. O'Rourke—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CALE: A bill (H. R. 26935) granting an increase of
pension to Jay D. Howard—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26936) granting an increase of pension to
Sear ®. Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 26937) granting an increase of pension to
George H. Daubner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARTER: A bill (H. R. 26938) granting an increase
of pension to David 8. Hurst—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. FAIRCHILD: A bill (H. R. 26939) granting an in-
crease of pension to Anthony Ciesulskie—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FERRIS: A bill (H. R. 26940) for the relief of W. T.
Lemaster and James M. Stout—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. GAINES of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 26041)
granting a pension to Mattie J. Hovey—to the Committee on
Pensions. .

Also, a bill (H. R. 26942) granting an increase of pension to
J. N. Kirk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GRANGER: A bill (H. R. 26943) granting an in-
crease of pension to James D. Barnes—to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 26944) granting a pension
to Abaganil A. Adams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HENRY of Texas: A bill (H. R. 26945) granting a
pension to Movinthia Turner—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26946) granting a pension to Marion S.
Day—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HIGGINS: A bill (H. R. 26947) granting an increase
of pension to Henry E. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensjons.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26948) granting an increase of pension fo
Jesse Bennett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HULL of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 26949) granting a
pension to Hezikiah Sloan—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. KUSTERMANN: A bill (H. R. 26950) granting an
increase of pension to Robert Spice—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. LAFEAN: A bill (H. R. 26951) granting a pension to
Addie Young—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LANGLEY: A bill (H. R. 26952) granting a pension
to Isaac Stephens—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26953) granting a pension to Harriet Mau-
pin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26954) granting an increase of pension to
Turner Branham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LINDBERGH: A bill (H. R. 26055) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Whitaker—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER : A bill (H. R. 26956) granting an
increase of pension to William O. Daniel—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26957) granting an increase of pension to
George Urban—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LOWDEN: A bill (H. R. 26958) granting an increase

of pension to John S8, Norris—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. MAYNARD: A bill (H. R. 26959) for the relief of
Elise Trigg Shields—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. MONDELL: A bill (H. R. 26960) granting
crease of pension to Francis Fuller—to the Committee
valid Pensions.

By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 26961) granting a pension
Hannah Turner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R, 26962) granting a pension to Barbara
Bauman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 26963) granting an increase of pension to
William G. Shute—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. OVERSTREET: A bill (H. R. 26964) granting an in-
crease of pension to Adolph Frey—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. PORTER: A bill (H. R. 26965) granting an increase
of pension to John R. Barlow—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. RAUCH: A bill (H. R. 26966) granting an increase
of pension to Orley B. Giffin—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26967) granting an increase of pension tfo
Edward C. Jeffries—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SCOTT: A bill (H. R. 26968) for the relief of the
legal representatives of Sarah D. Bookout, late of Jackson
County, Mo.—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. SMITH of California: A bill (H. R. 26969) granting
a pension to Sarah A. Salter—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 26970) granting
an inerease of pension to David Farquhar—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions. :

By Mr. STERLING: A bill (H. R. 26971) for the relief of
Capt. Joseph M. Johnson—to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. SWASEY : A bill (H. R. 26972) granting a pension to
Luella F. Sessions—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H., R. 26973) granting an increase of pension to
Eliab Averill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 26974)
for the relief of John Wise—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. WALDO: A bill (H. R. 26975) to pay certain claims
against the Government arising under the Navy Department—
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WASHBURN: A bill (H. R. 26976) to remove the
charge of desertion from the military record of Clement
Lamoureaux—to the Committee on Military Affairs. .

By Mr. ALEXANDER of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 2697T)
granting an increase of pension to Agnes Miller—to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 26978) for the relief
of the State of Georgia—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. DAVIDSON : A bill (H. R. 26979) granting an increase
of pension to Walter S. Parsons—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HIGGINS: A bill (H. R. 20980) to correct the mili-
Klgi record of L. F. Norton—to the Commitftee on Military

airs.

By Mr. KIMBALL: A bill (H. R. 26981) for the relief of the
estate of James O. Harrison, deceased—to the Committee on
War claims.

By Mr. SHERMAN: A bill (H. R. 26982) granting a pension
to Horace B. Case—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. TOU VELLE: A bill (H. R. 26983) granting an in-
crease of pension to Jacob A. Nonnamaker—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

an in-
on In-

to

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the San Francisco Labor
Council and the Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators, and Pa-
perhangers of Ameriea, and the Wilmington (Del.) Central
Labor Union, protesting against the action of the supreme court
of the District of Columbia in sentencing Messrs. Gompers,
Mitchell, and Morrison to jail—to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Merchants' Association of New York,
protesting against legislation which would tend to embarrass
the railroads in their normal development—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the Maine Prison Association, praying for a
suitable provision to assist in holding the National Prison Con-
gress in Washington, D. C.—to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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Also, petition of the American Chemical Society, praying for
the establishment of a permanent commission to investigate
chemiecal subjects relating to the conservation of the natural
resources of the country, and to make reports to Congress and
the States—to the Committee on Agriculture.

Alsgo, petition of Frank Wilcox and 36 others, of Saranac
Lake, N, Y.; of Orlando Winch and 18 others, of Keene, N. Y.;
of 8. B. Oberholizer and T others, of Stanton, Mich., protesting
against the passage of the bill (8. 3940) relating to the proper
observance of Sunday in the Distriet of Columbia—to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

Algo, petition of the National Business League of Ameriea,
praying for the enactment of legislation favoring the acquisi-
tion in foreign countries of sites and buildings for use of the
diplomatic and foreign service—to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

Also, petition of the A. Karcher Candy Company, of Little
Rock, Ark., and other firms and individuals in the United
States, praying for the reduction of the duty on sugar—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the William Cramp & Sons Ship and Engine
Building Company and other shipbuilding firms in the United
States, praying for legislation to provide for transportation by
sea of material for use in the construction of the Panama
Canal—to the Committee on Inferstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the American Association of Masters, Mates,
and Pilots, of Rondout, N. Y.; Portsmouth, N. H.; Boston,
Mass.; New Orleans, La., and Camden, N. J., praying for the
passage of the so-called “ Hayes bill” (H. R. 15657)—to the
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of O. W. Hall and 2 others, of St. Louis, Mo.;
Frank O. Ware and 18 others, of Deerfield Grange, New Jersey,
and Nina Calkins and 20 others, praying for the establishment
of a parcels-post and a postal savings banks system—to the
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of General Association of the Congregational
Churches in Minnesota, favoring legislation to prevent Sunday
banking in post-offices—to the Committee on the Post-Office and
Post-Roads.

Also, petition of state school of agriculture, of Morrisville,
N. Y., praying for legislation to provide additional farm labor—
to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of the National Negro Fair Association, praying
for national assistance in aid of the National Negro Exposition
near the city of Mobile, Ala.—to the Committee on Industrial
Arts and Expositions.

By Mr. ACHESON : Petition of John F. Ward Lodge, A. A.
of F. 8. and T. M., No. 9, of New Castle, Pa., favoring retention
of present duty on tin plate—to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

Also, petition of Pittsburg Coal Exchange, for a river and
harbor bill for second session of the Sixtieth Congress—to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of Pittsburg, Pa.,
favoring increase of salaries of United States judges—to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Harrisburg Board of Trade, for railway mail
clerks’ expenses from initial terminal—to the Committee on the
Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. ALEXANDER of New York : Petition of Buffalo Candy
Company, favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars—
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ANSBERRY : Petition of Fairview Grange, of Hicks-
ville, Defiance County, Ohlo, favoring a national highways com-
mission—to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of Fairview Grange, of Hicksville, Ohio, favor-
ing a parcels-post and postal savings banks law—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads,

By Mr. BATES: Paper to accompany bill for relief of John
H. French—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: Paper to accompany bill for
relief of Martin K. Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. BONYNGE: Petition of W. J.-Wertman and others,
favoring parcels-post and postal savings banks laws—to the
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. BURKE: Petition of Thomas P. Campbell, against
increase of salary of the President—to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

Also, petition of the Commercial Exchange, of Philadelphia,
against federal inspection of grain—to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of National Board of Trade, against 8. 382,
relative to federal inspection and grading of grain—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Also, petition of Headquarters Department of Pennsylvania,
Grand Army of the Republie, against consolidation of pension
agencies at Washington (previously referred to the Commitlee
on Invalid Pensions)—to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. BURLEIGH : Petition of citizens of Somerset County, *
Me., against the passage of 8. 3040 (proper observance of Sun-
day as a day of rest in the Distriet of Columbia)—to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbig.

By Mr. BUTLER : Petition of the Friends of Chester County,
Ta., against conferring power on the Secretary of the Interior
or any other officer to issue patent in fee simple to any Indian
allottee for punishment for being addicted to the use of strong
drink—to the Committee on Indian Aflairs,

By Mr. CALDER : Petition of state school of agriculture at
Morrisville, N. Y., favoring enlargement of bureau of authority
for supply of adequate intelligent farm labor—to the Committee
on Agriculture.

Also, petition of National Print Cutters’ Association, favoring
an advance of the duty on print blocks and rollers—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of William A. Walker, jr., of Brooklyn, N. Y.,
fav oring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CHANEY: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
John B. Sheridan—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CLARK of Filorida: Petition of Board of Trade of
Apalachicola, Fla., asking for adequate protection and improve-
ment of the mouth of the Mississippi River—to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. COOK: Petition of Courtland Saunders Post, Grand
Army of the Republie, against abolition of pension agencles
(previously referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions)—to
the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. CRAVENS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
William 8. Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of National Board of Trade,
against federal inspection and grading of grain—to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, FATRCHILD : Petition of Gardiner (N. Y.) Grange,
No. 965, for a national htghways commission—to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. FITZGERALD : Resolutions adopted at Grand Army
encampment, opposing consolidation of pension agencies—to the
Committee on Appropriations.

Also, petition of Bar Association of New York, favoring in-
crease of salaries to judges of federal courts—to the Committee
on Appropriations,

Also, petition of trustees state school of agriculture, of New
York, favoring competent farm labor—to the Commitice on
Agriculture.

Also, petition of National Business League of America, favor-
ing the acquisition of sites for embassies in foreign countries—to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: Petition of Illinois State Horti-
cultural Society, favoring 8. 6515 and H. R. 21318 as amended
at the conference of entomologists held in New York City June
18, 1908—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. FRENCH : Petition of citizens of Idaho, for increase
of salaries of United States judges—to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of National Board of Trade,
against federal grading and inspection of grain (8. 382)—to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Petition of Amesbury
Grange, No. 127, of Amesbury, Mass., favoring establishment of
parcels-post and postal savings banks——to the Committee on the
Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. GRAHAM : Petitions of National Board of Trade and
the Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia, against federal in-
spection of grain—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

Also, petition of Headquarters Grand Army of the Republie,
Philadelphia, against consolidation of pension agencies at Wash-
ington (previously referred to the Committee on Invalid I’en-
siong)—to the Committee on Appropriations,

Also, petition of Lumbermen’s Club; against reduction of tariff
on lumber—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Trades League of Philadelphia, favoring in-
crease of salaries of United States judges—to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of John Luecas & Co., of Philadelphia, and J.
Howard Reber, favoring increase of salaries of United States
judges—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Alsgo, petition of Grain, Pump, and Lumber Company, favor-
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ing 8. 6973 (increasing salaries of United States judges)—to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GREENE: Petition of A. C. Goddard and others,
against further enlargement of the United States Navy—tio the
Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. HARRISON: Petition of bar association of New
York City, favoring H. R. 23464, increasing salaries of the Chief
Justice and associate justices—to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of Farmingdale
Grange, No. 157, of Farmingdale, N. J., against parcels-post
and postal savings banks laws—to the Committee on the Post-
Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of Headquarters Department of
Pennsylvania, Grand Army of the Republic, against consolida-
tion of pension agencies at Washington (previously referred
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions)—fo the Committee on
Appropriations.

Also, petition of Trades League of Philadelphia, for increase
of judges' salaries—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of National Board of Trade, against 8. 382, pro-
viding for federal inspection of grain—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of Lumbermen’s Club of Memphis, Tenn.,
against reduction of tariff on lumber—to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. HULL of Towa: Petition of citizens of Towa, against
8. 3940 (religious legislation in the District of Columbia)—to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. KAHN: Petitions of Daniel Denehy and 95 other
residents of Crockett, and J. A. Gondie and 95 other residents
of San Pedro, all in the State of California, favoring an Asiatic
exclusion law against all Asiatics other than merchants, trav-
elers, and students—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. KELIHER : Petition of Massachusetts State Board
of Trade, favoring legislation for control of naticnal reserva-
tions in White Mountain and Appalachian districts—to the
Committee on Agriculfure.

By Mr. KNOWLAND: Petition of citizens of Contra Costa
County, Cal., against passage of the Johnston Sunday-rest bill
(8. 3040)—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of National Board of Trade,
against federal inspection and grading of grain (8. 852)—to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of Lumbermen’s Club, against reduction of duty
on lumber—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LOVERING : Petition of Ernest D. Gilman and others,
for a national highway commission—to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Also, petition of H. A. Loud and others, favoring a parcels-
post and postal savings banks law—to the Committee on the
Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. MALBY: Petition of Scotch Bush Grange, No. 699,
and Chateaugay Grange, No. 964, favoring creation of national
highway commission—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. OVERSTREET : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Adolph Frey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of Huron Grange, No. 124, and
Farmington Grange, No. 431, favoring parcels post on rural
free-delivery routes and postal savings banks—to the Commit-
tee on the Posit-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. PETERS : Petition of citizens of Texags, favoring the
placing of art works on the free list—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. RHINOCK: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Elizabeth T. Hardeman (H. R. 24279)—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of Boston Society of Architects,
against the bill appropriating $5,000,000 for a Lineoln memo-
rial—to the Committee on the Library.

Also, petition of Boston Society of Architects, favoring Presi-
dent’s plan for the establishment of a national council of fine
arts—to the Committee on the Library.

Also, petition of Massachusetts State Board of Trade, favor-
ing legislation to establish a national forest reservation in the
‘White Mountains and Appalachian districts—to the Committee
on Agriculture.

Also, petition of Trades League of Philadelphia, favoring in-
crease of salaries of United States judges—to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of National Board of Trade, against federal in-
spection and grading of grain (8. 382)—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SABATH : Petition of state school of agriculture, of

Morrisville, N. Y., for enlarged powers of Department of Agri-
culture to supply intelligent farm labor—to the Committee on
Agriculture.

Also, petition of New Orleans Cotton Exchange, favoring in-
vestigation by the Secretary of Agriculture into the use and
substitution of raw cotton for other materials of manufacture
and report thereon—to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of National Board of Trade, against federal
inspection and grading of grain—to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SIMS: Petition of business men of Paris and Henry
County, Tenn., for removal of duty on hides—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SPERRY: Resolutions of the women’s clubs of
Bridgeport, Conn., favoring the Beveridge child-labor bill—
to the Committee on Labor,

By Mr. SWASEY : Petitions of citizens of West Peru, Turner,
and Livermore, Me, favoring enactment of a law creating a
national highways commission—to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petitions of citizens of Oxford and Rumford, Me., favor-
ing post and postal savings bank laws—to the Commit-
tee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: Papers to accompany
bill for the relief of heirs of John B. Wolf, deceased—to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. TOWNSEND : Petiton of Michigan state legislature,
favoring a civil war Union volunteer officers’ retired list (pre-
viously referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions)—to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. WASHBURN : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Clement Lamoureux—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WEISSE: Petition of Trades League of Philadelphia,
favoring increase of salaries of United States judges (8. 6973)—
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of National Board of Trade, against federal in-
spection and grading of grain (8. 382)—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. WOOD: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Ger-
trude HE. Snook (H. R. 26821)—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of James V. D. Ten
Eyck—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

SaTURDAY, January 23, 1909.

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Heénry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

EULOGIES ON THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE BRICK.

Mr. OVERSTREET. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
for the consideration of the following order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani-
mous consent for the consideration of the following order, which
the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Order No. 19, -

Ordered, That there be a session of the Honse at 8 p. m., Sunday,
February 14, for the delivery of eulogies on the life, character, and
public services of the Hon. ABRAHAM LINCOLN BRICE, late a Member of
this House from Indiana.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and the order is agreed to.

sECTIONS 3640 AND 3647, REVISED STATUTES.

Mr. OVERSTREET. Mr. Speaker, I also ask unanimous con-
sent for the present consideration of the following bill, H. R.
25805 :

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.
The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 25805) to reenact and to amend sections 3646 and 3647
of the Revised Statutes.

Be it enacted, etc., That sections 3646 and 3647 of the Revised Stat-
utes be, and they hereby are, reenacted and amended to read as follows :
. 3646. ever any original disbursing officer's check is lost,

stolen or destroyed the Secretary of the Treasury may authorize the
officer issul the same, after the expiration of six months and within
three rom the date of such lsburstughomcer’s check, to issue
a duplicate thereof upon the execution of such bond to indemnify the
United States as the Secretary of the Treasury may preseribe: = Pro-
wvided, That when such original disbursing officer’s check does not ex-
ceed In amount the sum of $50 the Secretary of the Treasury may
authorize the issuance of a duplicate at any time after the expiration
of thirty days and within three years from the date of such disbursing
officer’s check: Provided further, That whenever any original check or
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